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3545. By Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: Resolution of the
executive committee of the National Association of Super-
visors of State Banks, opposing Senate bill 2098 and House
bill 5535; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

3546. Resolution of the Grand Lodge, Brotherhood of Rail-
road Trainmen, opposing consolidation provisions of House
bill 4862 and Senate bill 2009; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

3547. By Mr. WADSWORTH: Petition of Charles W.
Webster and others, of Warsaw, N. Y., in support of House
bills 11 and 5620; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3548. By Mr. WELCH: Assembly Joint Resolution No. 13,
of the California State Legislature, memorializing Congress
to enact legislation limiting the number of cars in frains;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3549, By Mr. VAN ZANDT: Petition of J. F. Copenhaver,
A. J. Shugarts, and T. H. Smeal, members of the resolution
committee of Council No. 372, Junior Order of United Ameri-
can Mechanics, of Altoona, Pa., opposing Senate Joint Reso-
lution 64, permitting 20,000 refugee children entrance to the
United States from Germany, setting forth that in 5 years
they will be approximately 19 years of age and ready to take
the jobs open to American boys and girls, thereby adding to
the already acute employment problem in the United States;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

3550. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the United Federal
Workers of America (Congress of Industrial Organizations),
Justice Local, No. 80, Washington, D. C., urging considera-
tion of their resolution with reference to House hill 690 and
Works Progress Administration employees; to the Committee
on the Civil Service.

3551. Also, petition of the American Legion, San Juan,
P. R., urging consideration of their resolution with reference
to House hill 3517, furnishing Federal aid to education; to
the Committee on Education.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 7, 1939
(Legislative day of Monday, June 5, 1939)

The Chaplain, Rev. ZéBarney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Great is Thy name, O Lord, marvelous are Thy works, the
whole earth is full of Thy glory.

Open our hearts, we beseech Thee, this day to the joy of life,
to the exquisite loveliness that lurks in leaf and flower, to the
haunting beauty framed in the faces of innocent children, and
to the sacramental gifts of friendship that somehow by Thy
touch of love our associations here may feel the impulse of
this note of gladness to the solution of the problems which we
share. Keep us ever close to Thee, and as we grow in age may
we grow in grace, that the twilight of indifference may be
changed into a fervent yearning for what is true, noble, and
holy, and a bitter loathing for all things false, selfish, and
vile. We ask these blessings not only for ourselves but for
Thy children everywhere, that a regenerated people may
speed the day when the kingdoms of this world shall have
become the kingdom of our Lord and of His Christ and He
shall reign forever and ever. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarxLEyY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Tuesday, June 6, 1939, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President of the United
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one
of his secretaries.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. LEE. I suggest the absence of a quorum,
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Davis Johnson, Colo, Radcliffe
Andrews Donahey KEing Reed
Ashurst Downey La Follette Reynolds
Austin Ellender Lee Russell
Balley Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach
Bankhead George Logan Sheppard
Barbour Lucas Slattery
Barkley Gilbson Lundeen Smathers
Bilbo Glllette McCarran Smith

Bone Green McEellar Stewart
Borah Guffey MceNary Taft

Brown Gurney Maloney Thomas, Utah
Bulow Hale Mead Tobey
Burke Harrison Minton Townsend
Byrd Hatch Murray Vandenberg
Byrnes Hayden Neely Van Nuys
Capper Herring Norris Wagner
Caraway Hill Nye ‘Walsh
Chavez Holman O’'Mahoney Wheeler
Clark, Idaho Holt Overton White
Clark, Mo. Hughes Pepper Wiley
Connally Johnson, Calif. Pittman

Mr, LEE. I announce that the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. MiLLER] is absent from the Senate because of illness in
his family.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. Scawarrz], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TroMAs], the Senator from Missouri [Mr, TrumaN], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typines] are detained on im-
portant public business.

Mr, AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Brinces] is absent because of an operation,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and
joint resolution, and they were signed by the Vice President:

8.50. An act to provide for recognizing the services ren-
dered by civilian officers and employees in the construction
and establishment of the Panama Canal and the Canal Zone;

S.499. An act to amend the act entitled “An act making
appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1910, and for other purposes,” approved March
3, 1909, as amended, so as to extend commissary privileges to
civilian officers and employees of the United States at naval
stations beyond the continental limits of the United States or
in Alaska;

S.509. An act to add certain lands of the Front Royal Quar-
termaster Depot Military Reservation, Va., to the Shenandoah
National Park, and for other purposes;

S.588. An act to provide for an addifional midshipman at.
the United States Naval Academy, and for other purposes;

S.1409. An act to authorize the conveyance by the United
States to the town of Bristol, Maine, of a portion of the
Pemaquid Point Lighthouse Reservation, and for other pur-
poses;

S.1879. An act to amend the United States mining laws
applicable to the area known as the watershed of the head-
waters of the Bonito River in the Lincoln National Forest
within the State of New Mexico;

S.1982. An act to convey certain property to the city of El
Campo, Tex.;

S.2149. An act to add certain lands to the Papago Indian
Reservation in Arizona;

S.2404. An act to authorize the disposal of the Portland,
Oreg., old courthouse building;

H.R.5765. An act to authorize commissioning aviation
cadets in the Naval and Marine Corps Reserves upon comple-
tion of training, and for other purposes; and

S.J. Res. 138. Joint resolution providing that reorganization
plans Nos. I and II shall take effect on July 1, 1939.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE SENATOR COPELAND, OF NEW YORK
Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, recently I prepared an ad-

dress which I expected to deliver when the memorial ad-
dresses were made in the Senate a few days ago on the life,
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character, and public service of the late Senator from New
York, Hon. RovAL S. CopeELanDd. However, I was unavoid-
ably detained from the Senate on that occasion, and I now
ask unanimous consent to have inserted in the Recorp the
remarks prepared by me as a tribute to the late Senator.

There being no objection, the remarks were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, I wish to say a few words in
tribute to Senator RovaL S. CopeErLanp, who, in a life of
public service, represented the State of New York for 15
years in the Senate.

Before being elected to that office he had gained distinc-
tion as a physician. The human sympathy and the under-
standing of men necessary to the physician, and the indus-
try and determination of the legislator were so merged as to
make him, with his pleasant disposition, a valued friend.

He was by nature human, friendly, and simple, admir-
ably equipped to be a family counselor. He was well able
to meet the larger responsibilities that came to him when
he was made health commissioner of New York City, and
later, when he represented his State in the Senate. He
never ceased to be concerned for the health of those about
him. Time and again he admonished individual Senators
and the Senate collectively against overwork. He, in his
zeal for accomplishment, did not spare himself when his
own health was not robust.

In the later years of Senatcr CoperaND’s life several items
of legislation in which we were both closely interested
brought us together. I learned how painstaking he really
was, what patience he brought to a task, and how willing
he was to study details. He was a stubborn fighter and per-
sistent in his advocacy, but he knew how and when to com-
promise on matters which he did not regard as vital to his
main objective. The task of a Senator from New York is,
by its nature, a heavy one. Senator CopELAND also bore the
burden of the chairmanship of one of the most important
Senate committees. The weight of his own duties made him
no less willing to champion the issues sponsored by his col-
leagues.

His knowledge of life and his wide experience gave the touch
of humanity to what he said. He had, as he told the Senate,
seen young men and women marry, he had watched them
establish homes, make gradual improvements on the property,
bu'ld extensions as children came, and plant the trees and
shrubs that would help make the home place the center of a
family’s life. Such things as these were in the background
of his thinking on legislation. He realized the importance of
the primary things. EKnowing and loving a way of life, he
fought for what he thought sustained it.

Senator CopELAND was not a lawyer, but when grave con-
stitutional questions confronted the Congress his knowledge
of men and his understanding of American institutions gave
him what he needed to know.

Where did he learn these fundamentals? The outlines of
his career suggest the answer, but they do not tell the full
story. We see him as a patriotic citizen, participating in
the public life of his country, serving successively as mayor,
as president of the board of education and president of
the park commissioners of Ann Arbor, Mich., and later in
New York as a member of the city ambulance board and as
health commissioner, before being elected to the Senate.

The recital of offices held and responsibilities fulfilled in-
dicates his record as an official and as a citizen. It does not
explain the man’s deep-seated tolerance, nor the broadness
of his vision. It does not explain why Senator CoPELAND,
an active and prominent adherent of one religious faith,
stood fast to defend the rights of others to worship in ac-
cordance with the dictates of conscience.

He himself told us more. Addressing the Senate, he was
able to review incidents of his career and to declare without
fear: “Let no man say I am a convert to tolerance.” As
he went on there emerged the picture of him as a boy and
young man, instructed by his father in respect for the beliefs
of others. Then, while a young physician, he observed the
attacks being made by an un-American organization on
those professing a particular religious belief. It did not
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matter to him that he was not the cbject of the attack.
He denounced the organization; he sponsored public meet-
ings in opposition to it, for, as he said:

The political activities of that organization and its acts of op-

pression, discrimination, and social indecency caused indignation
in my soul because of the spirit of tolerance given me by my father,

The attitude of mind that he showed then entered into
what he was to do later. He brought the same spirit with
him to the Senate. It was apparent in his personal dealings
with his fellow Senators; it was a part of his approach to
public questions. Born and taught to respect the ideas and
opinions of others, his life as an individual and as a public
servant was free of hatred and prejudice. It was this spirit
that ran throughout the performance of all his work that
gave warmth to the friendship we had for him when he
walked among us and gave us cause to revere his memory
today and always.

TWENTY-FIFTH SESSION, INTERNATIONAL STATISTICAL INSTITUTE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

To the Congress of the United States of America:

I commend to the favorable consideration of the Congress
the enclosed report from the Secretary of State to the end
that legislation may be enacted to amend Public Resolution
No. 46, approved August 9, 1935, to authorize and request the
President to invite foreign governments to be represented by
delegates at the twenty-fifth session of the International
Statistical Institute, to be held in the United States in 1940,
and to authorize an appropriation of the sum of $5,000, or so
much thereof as may be necessary, for participation by the
United States in the meeting.

FrRANELIN D. ROOSEVELT.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 7, 1939,

[Enclosure: Report.]

PURCHASE OF LAND, ETC., FOR RADIO MONITORING STATION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate g letter from
the Acting Chairman of the Federal Communications Com-
mission, transmitting a draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize the purchase of land, buildings, antenna systems, and
appurtenances for use as a radio monitoring station, and for
other purposes, which, with the accompanying paper, was
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR PATENTS—CHANGE OF REFERENCE
OF PAPERS

On motion by Mr. AsxursT, the Committee on the Judiciary
was discharged from the further consideration of a letter from
the Secretary of Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to establish a Circuit Court of Appeals for Patents,
and the letter, with the accompanying paper, was referred to
the Committee on Patents.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
of the San Francisco-Oakland (Calif.) Newspaper Guild, pro-
testing against the enactment of legislation depriving non-
citizens of the right to work on Works Progress Administra-
tion projects, to deport certain noncitizens to concentration
camps, ete., which was referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution of the San
Francisco-Oakland (Calif.) Newspaper Guild, favoring a de-
ficiency appropriation for the Works Progress Administration
of $50,000,000 for the balance of the fiscal year ending June
30, 1939, and a sufficient appropriation to provide an average
of 3,000,000 public-works jobs for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1939, which was referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

He also laid before the Senate resolutions of the American
Legion, Department of Puerto Rico, San Juan, P. R., favor-
ing the enactment of legislation providing Federal aid to edu-
cation, which was referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor,
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He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
Fifth Annual Commodore John Barry Pilgrimage at St.
Mary’s Cemetery, Philadelphia, Pa., held under the auspices
of the County Wexford Association of New York, favoring
the enactment of legislation to honor the memory of Com-
modore John Barry on the occasion of the bicentenary (1945)
of his birth by presenting to the Irish Nation a memorial
which will be commensurate with the services of John Barry,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a
petition from Edwin Ray Potter, of the Bronx, New York City,
praying for an investigation of alleged subversive activities
against the United States in a C. C. C. company in the vicinity
of Murray, Utah, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a
petition from the Medical and Chirurgical Faculty of Mary-
land, Baltimore, Md., praying for the enactment of legislation
to provide for the construction of a new fireproof Army medi-
cal library in Washington, D. C., which was referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

He also laid before the Senate a joint resolution of the
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii, favoring the enact-
ment of legislation by the Congress to amend sections 203 (4),
204 (4), 207 (1), 208 (3), 209 (1), 215 (2), 220, and 224 of
the Hawaiilan Homes Commission Act of 1920, which was
referred to the Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs.

Mr. LODGE presented a letter in the nature of a petition
from Mrs. Charles A. Carpenter, of Seekonk, Mass., praying
for the enactment of legislation to take the profits out of war,
and also praying for action to keep the Nation out of foreign
wars and the Army and Navy of the United States out of for-
eign war zones, which was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

Mr. WALSH presented letters in the nature of petitions
from the Chambers of Commerce of Holyoke and Springfield,
Mass., praying for the enactment of legislation to provide for
the deepening of the navigation channel from Hartford,
Conn., to Holyoke, Mass., which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

He also presented telegrams and letters in the nature of
memorials from the West Springfield Board of Selectmen;
the Holyoke Taxpayers’ Association, by George B. Fowler,
president; the Chamber of Commerce of West Springfield;
the Eastern States Farmers’ Exchange, by Quentin Reynolds,
general manager; and the Springfield Taxpayers’ Association,
Inc., of Springfield, all in the State of Massachusetts, re-
monstrating against the enactment of legislation providing
for the deepening of the navigation channel from Hartford,
Conn., to Holyoke, Mass., which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

RESTRICTION OF IMMIGRATION AND DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN ALIENS

Mr. REYNOLDS presented a resolution adopted by the
Texas Young Democrats of the District of Columbia, which
was referred to the Committee on Immigration and ordered
to be printed in the Recorb, as follows:

Whereas the Honorable RoserT R. REYNOLDS, a Senator in Con-
gress from the State of North Carolina, has introduced in the
Senate five bills, Nos. 407, 408, 409, 410, and 411, to reduce further
immigration, to authorize the exclusion of any allen whose entry
into the United States is inimical to the public interest, to pro-
hibit the separation of families through the entry of aliens leaving
dependents abroad, to provide for the national defense by the
registration of aliens in the United States, to protect American
labor and stimulate the employment of American citizens on Amer-
ican jobs, to provide for the deportation of aliens subsisting on
relief under certain circumstances, and to provide for the deporta-
tion of aliens dangerous to the public interest; and

Whereas these subjects are of vital interest to the preservation of
the welfare and happiness of the American people; and

Whereas it is believed that if such bills became the law of the
land that the United States would be a better place in which to
live: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Texas Young Democrats of the District of
Columbia go on record as favoring the enactment of the above-
mentioned bills into laws, and that the attention of the two Sen-
ators and the 21 Representatives In Congress from the State of
Texas be Invited to these important measures and that they be
urged to vote for and to support actively these measures, and that
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copies of this resolution be sent to each of them, and that a copy
be sent also to the president of the Young Democratic Clubs of
Texas, the chairman of the central committee of Young Democratic
Clubs of the District of Columbia, and the executive secretary of
the Young Democratic Clubs of America, Washington, D. C.

EMBARGO ON EXPORTATION OF WAR MATERIALS TO JAPAN

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I have before me a letter
from Greensboro, N. C., my State, signed by Miss Dorothy
Shaw, secretary of the Greensboro Branch, American League
for Peace and Democracy. She says:

My Dear SENaTOR REYNorDs: At a meeting in Greensboro of
approximately 150 people, the attached resolution was unanimously
approved. We request that this resolution be entered in the Con-

GRESSIONAL REcomp. It relates to an embargo upon the Japanese in
their invasion of China.

Without expressing an opinion as to my attitude relative
to that question, I ask that the resolution be embodied in the
pages of the CoNGRESSIONAL REcOrRD and appropriately re-
ferred. I am desirous of complying with the request of my
constituent, Miss Shaw, regardless of whether or not our
attitudes relative to the situation in the east are in accord.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the resolution
will be printed in the REcorp and referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

The resolution is as follows:

Whereas Japan has wantonly invaded China; and

Whereas over one-half of all foreign war materials used by Japan
are being furnished by the United States: Be it therefore

Resolved, That we, a group of citizens of Greensboro, N. C., do
respectfully urge the President of the United States and the Con-
gress to support Senator Key PITTMAN'S Senate Resolution 123,
which would embargo all materials of war to Japan; be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be sent to Senator Key
PrrrvaN, Senators Rosert REYnoLDs and Josiam Baney, and to
Congressman CARL DUrHAM,

Respectfully submitted this the 11th day of May 1939,

GREENSEORO BRANCH, AMERICAN LEAGUE FOR
PEACE AND DEMOCRACY,

Rev. RoperT Harpee, Chairman,

Rev. J. A, VACHE,

Miss BETH CUNNINGHAM,

Miss VIRGINIA SATTERFIELD,

Mr. Ross CANADA,

Mr. ENocH PrRICE,

Miss DoroTHY SHAW, Boycott Commitiee,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. VANDENBERG, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (S. 2505) to amend an act to
provide for the fifteenth and subsequent decennial censuses
and to provide for apportionment of Representatives in Con-
gress, approved June 18, 1929, so as to change the date of sub-
sequent apportionments, reported it without amendment and
submitted a report (No. 556) thereon.

Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (S. 2503) to amend an act entitled “An
act to authorize the establishment of a permanent instruc-
tion staff at the United States Coast Guard Academy,” ap-
proved April 16, 1937, reported it without amendment.

Mr, LEE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (S. 506) to provide for a more efficient
and economical mileage table of distances and routes to apply
for the payments of travel performed for the United States
Government by the military personnel, Coast Guard, Coast
and Geodetic Survey, and the Public Health Service, reported
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 557)
thereon.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH, from the Committee on Claims,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 2058) for the relief of
Jessie Denning Van Eimeren, A, C. Van Eimeren, and Clara
Adolph, reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 558) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (H. R. 5§722) for the relief of Evelyn Gurley-Kane,
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No.
559) thereon. g

He also, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 2179) to ratify and con-
firm certain interest rates on loans made {from the revolving
fund authorized by section 6 of the Agricultural Marketing
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Act, approved June 15, 1929 (46 Stat. 11), and for other pur-
poses, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 564) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (S. 1955) to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to delegate certain regulatory functions, and to create the
position of Second Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, re-
ported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No.
565) thereon.

Mr. SMATHERS, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 2251) for the relief of Russell
Anderegg, a minor, and George W. Anderegg, reported it
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 560)
thereon.

Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S. 2500) authorizing the Comptroller
General of the United States to settle and adjust the claims
of Mary Pierce and John K. Quackenbush, reported it with-
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 561) thereon.

Mr. TOBEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (H. R. 3077) for the relief of Adam Casper,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
562) thereon.

Mr. BILBO, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (S. 1108) to restrict the exportation of
certain Douglas fir peeler logs and Port Orford cedar logs, and
for other purposes, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 563) thereon.

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5436) to authorize the
grant of a sewer right-of-way and operation of sewage-treat-
ment plant on the Fort Niagara Military Reservation, N. Y.,
by the village of Youngstown, N. Y., reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 566) thereon.

Mr. HILL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (8. 2327) to authorize the President to
appoint Frank T. Hines a brigadier general in the Army of
the United States, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 567) thereon.

Mr. McEELLAR, from the Committee on Appropriations,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 6392) making appropria-
tions for the Departments of State and Justice, and for the
judiciary, and for the Department of Commerce, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1940, and for other purposes, reported
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 568)
therecn.

Mr. GURNEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (S. 650) relative to the military
record of Frank I. Otis, deceased, reported it with an amend-
ment to the title and submitted a report (No. 569) thereon.

Mr. KING, from the Committee on the District of Columbia,
to which were referred the following bills, reported them sev-
erally without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S8.2147. A bill to amend the act of Congress entitled “An
act to define, regulate, and license real-estate brokers, busi-
ness-chance brokers, and real-estate salesmen; to create a
Real Estate Commission in the District of Columbia; to pro-
tect the public against fraud in real-estate transactions; and
for other purposes,” approved August 25, 1937 (Rept. No.
570) ;

H. R. 4745. A bill relating to benefit assessments from con-
demnation proceedings for the opening, extension, widening,
or straightening of alleys or minor streets (Rept. No. 571) ;

H.R.4940. A bill to authorize the furnishing of steam
from the central heating plant to the District of Columbia
(Rept. No. 572) ;

H.R.5488. A bill to provide for the widening of Wisconsin
Avenue in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 573) ; and

H.R.5987. A bill to amend the District of Columbia Traffic
Act of 1925 (43 Stat. 1119) (Rept. No. 574).

Mr. KING also, from the Commitiee on the District of
Columbia, to which was referred the bill (S. 2010) to author-
ize the board of directors of the Columbia Institution for the
Deaf to dedicate a portion of Mount Olivet Road NE., and
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to exchange certain lands with the Secretary of the Intericr,
to dispose of other lands, and for other purposes, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 575) thereon.

Mr. AUSTIN, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (S. 1805) to establish
a lien for moneys due hospitals for services rendered in cases
caused by negligence or fault of others and providing for the
recording and enforcing of such liens, reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 576) thereon.

Mr. HOLMAN, from the Committee on the District of
Columbia, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5066) to
amend the act entitled “An act to regulate proceedings in
adoption in the District of Columbia,” approved August 25,
1937, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 577) thereon.

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5680) to amend
section 1 of the act entitled “An act to authorize the Phila-
delphia, Baltimore & Washington Railroad Co. to extend its
present track connection with the United States navy yard
so as to provide adequate railroad facilities in connection with
the development of Buzzards Point as an industrial area in
the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,” approved
June 18, 1932 (Public, No. 187, 72d Cong.), reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 578) thereon.

Mr. SLATTERY, from the Committee on the District of
Columbia, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5801) to
grant permission for the construction, maintenance, and use
of a certain underground conduit for electrical lines in the
District of Columbia, reported it without amendment and
submitted a report (No. 579) thereon.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, from the Committee on Com-
merce, to which were referred the following bills, reported
them each with amendments and submitted reports thereon:

S.2119. A bill to provide for the training of civil aircraft

* pilots, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 580); and

H.R. 5619. A bill to provide for the training of civil air-
craft pilots, and for other purposes.

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 5966) to establish a Coast Guard
Reserve to be composed of owners of motorboats and yachts,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
582) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (S. 1852) to promote the free flow of domestically
preduced fishery products in commerce, and for other pur-
poses, reported it with amendments and submitted a report
(No. 583) thereon.

Mr. REYNOLDS, from the Committee on the District of
Columbia, to which was referred the bill (S. 1575) to provide
that the annual registration of motor vehicles in the District
of Columbia shall be for the period from April 1 in each year
to March 31 in the succeeding year, reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 584) thereon.
BLOCK BOOKINGIAND BLIND SELLING OF MOTION-PICTURE FILMS—

MINORITY VIEWS

Mr. SMITH, as a member of the Committee on Interstate

Commerce, submitted views of the minority of the commit-

.tee on the bill (S. 280) to prohibit and to prevent the trade

practices known as “compulsory block-booking” and “blind
selling” in the leasing of motion-picture films in interstate
and foreign commerce, which were ordered to be printed as
part 2 of Report No. 532.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee presented to the President of
the United States the following enrolled bills and joint
resolution:

On June 6, 1939:

S.572. An act to provide for the common defense by ac-
quiring stocks of strategic and critical materials essential to
the needs of industry for the manufacture of supplies for
the armed forces and the civilian population in time of a
national emergency, and to encourage, as far as possible, the
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further development of strategic and critical materials
within the United States for common defense.
On June 7, 1939:

S.50. An act to provide for recognizing the services ren-
dered by civilian officers and employees in the construction
and establishment of the Panama Canal and the Canal
Zone;

S.499. An act to amend the act entitled “An act making
appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1910, and for other purposes,” approved March
3, 1909, as amended, so as to extend commissary privileges to
civilian officers and employees of the United States at naval
stations beyond the continental limits of the United States
or in Alaska:

S.509. An act to add certain lands of the Front Royal
Quartermaster Depot Military Reservation, Va., to the Shen-
andoah National Park, and for other purposes;

S.588. An act to provide for an additional midshipman at
the United States Naval Academy, and for other purposes;

S.1409. An act to authorize the conveyance by the United
States to the town of Bristol, Maine, of a portion of the
Pemaquid Point Lighthouse Reservation, and for other pur-
poses;

S.1879. An act to amend the United States mining laws
applicable to the area known as the watershed of the head-
waters of the Bonito River in the Lincoln National Forest
within the State of New Mexico;

S5.1982. An act to convey certain property to the city of
El Campo, Tex.;

S.2149. An act to add certain lands to the Papago Indian
Reservation in Arizona;

S.2404. An act to authorize the disposal of the Portland,
Oreg., old courthouse building; and

S.J.Res. 138. Joint resolution providing that reorganiza-
tion plans Nos. I and II shall take effect on July 1, 1939.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. LOGAN:

S.2565. A bill to promote the efficiency of the national

defense; to the Committee on Military Affairs.
By Mr. BAILEY:

S.2566. A bill to amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
as amended, to provide for marine war-risk insurance and
reinsurance and for marine-risk reinsurance, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. LUCAS:

S.2567. A bill to confer jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims to hear, determine, and render judgment upon the
c¢laim of the Velie Motors Corporation; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

S.2568. A bill to amend the Federal Credit Union Act
(June 26, 1934, c. 750, par. 1, 48 Stat. 1216, sec. 1761); to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

S.2569. A bill to amend the act entitled “An act to estab-
lish a uniform system of bankruptey throughout the United
States,” approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof
and supplementary thereto; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. SCHWELLENBACH:

S.2570. A bill for the relief of Mary Boyd; to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. PEPPER:

S.2571. A bill to provide for the erection of a memorial
to Stephen Collins Foster on the banks of the Suwannee
River, Fla.; to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. McNARY:

S.2572. A bill for the relief of Anna M. Shea; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. ELLENDER:

S.2573. A bill to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, for the purpose of regulating inter-

state and foreign commerce in rice and providing for the |
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orderly marketing of rice at fair prices in interstate and for-
eign commerce; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. TOWNSEND and Mr. HUGHES:

S.2574. A bill authorizing the construction of a highway
bridge across the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal at St.
Georges, Del.; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. HILL,:

8.2575. A bill to provide pensions, compensation, retire-
ment pay, and hospital benefits for certain Reserve officers
of the Army of the United States; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. PITTMAN:

S.2576. A bill to authorize the expenditure of the receipts
from migratory bird and wildlife refuges or other areas or
projects operated or controlled by the Bureau of Biological
Survey, United States Department of the Interior, for the
protection of such refuges, areas, or projects and wildlife
thereon, and for other purposes; to the Special Committee
on Conservation of Wildlife Resources.

(Mr. NvE introduced S. J. Res. 149, which was referred
to the Committee on Appropriations, and appears under a
separate heading.)

By Mr. LUNDEEN:

8. J. Res. 150. Joint resolution proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States relating to old-age
assistance; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ERADICATION OF GRASSHOPPERS

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, an emergency of large propor-
tions is confronting a number of States of the Northwest.
It will be recalled by every Member of the Senate that during
the past 2 years there have been requests for appropriations
for the eradication of grasshoppers. At the beginning of
this year the Bureau of Entomology, feeling that the threat
was unusually great, indicated what would be the need if the
grasshopper eradication work were to be carried on to the
degree they thought necessary. Their request was for some-
thing more than $5,000,000.

In the first deficiency bill the Congress allowed a total of
$3,000,000 for this purpose. It soon developed that that was
not nearly adequate, and the Senate wrote into the regular
appropriation bill for the Agricultural Department an addi-
tional sum in the amount of $2,417,000. That bill is tied up
in conference at the present time, and, perhaps, will remain
in conference for a matter of a week and probably 2 weeks.
In any event, we are confronted now with the fact that the
moneys which have been appropriated and which are so
essential at this particular time will be exhausted by June 10.

The threat and danger are much greater than in any pre-
ceding year. A desperate effort is being made to cope with
the situation that presents itself. The conferees of the
House and of the Senate, dealing this morning with the
agricultural appropriation bill, were consulted, and there was
general agreement that there was no hope that the confer-
ence could be concluded and action taken on the regular
appropriation bill anywhere near June 10. It is my best
advice that the Senate should start a proceeding whereby
this particular amount of money might be secured separately
and with speed. So I am introducing a joint resolution pro-
viding for the appropriation of the $2,417,000. The full
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate is meeting this
afterncon. I shall try to win consideration of that commit-
tee for this measure and expedite it so far as it is possible,
if only the Senate will cooperate to the extent asked. I
send the joint resolution to the desk and request that it may
be referred at once to the Committee on Appropriations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
149) making an appropriation for the control of outbreaks,
of insect pests was read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

HOUSING ACT OF 1937—AMENDMENT

Mr. KING submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (S. 591) to amend the United States
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Housing Act of 1937, and for other purposes, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.
HOSPITALIZATION OF CERTAIN PERSONS OF THE UNITED STATES
FORCES—AMENDMENTS

Mr. REYNOLDS submitted amendments intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (S. 2304) to provide for hospitali=
zation of certain persons who have served in the Regular
Army, Navy, or Marine Corps, which were referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed.
STABILIZATION FUND AND WEIGHT OF THE DOLLAR—REPEAL OF

SILVER PURCHASE ACT OF 1934—AMENDMENT

Mr. TOWNSEND submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 3325) to extend the time
within which the powers relating to the stabilization fund
and alteration of the weight of the dollar may be exercised,
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

THE UNITED STATES ARMY

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I desire to present for
reference to the Committee on Printing, with a view to hav-
ing it made a public document, a manuscript containing a
general description of The Army of the United States and
its components, its arms, services, and bureaus, and its mili-
lary and nonmilitary activities.

For years there has been a general demand for a publica-
tion of this character, and I believe it should be printed
and distributed throughout the United States.

A similar pamphlet entitled “The United States Navy” was
printed during the Seventy-fifth Congress, first session, Sen-
ate Document 35, and has been of general interest and great
informative value.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the manu-
sceript and accompanying material will be received and re-
ferred to the Committee on Printing.

FOREIGN POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I believe this Congress is to
face a real test in the next few weeks on what shall be the
foreign policy of the United States.

We are to be called upon to determine whether the Gov-
ernment of the United States shall attempt to remain neu-
tral as regards Old World conflicts, or whether the Govern-
ment of the United States is to be empowered, and thereby
instructed, to throw its influence and resources in favor of
certain nations, and against certain other nations, in the
age-old game of power politics in Europe.

The campaign to authorize the President of the United
States to participate in the preliminary war moves of Euro-
pean powers with whom the majority of the people of the
United States are in sympathy, will, in my judgment, center
on repeal of the arms embargo provisions of the present
Neutrality Act.

I believe the embargo provisions should be retained by
all means. Sales of arms and munitions of war are an open
door to our own entry into any major European conflict.

1 believe the majority of people in the Missouri-Missis-
sippi Valley feel much the same as I do about it. I am
confident that is the general sentiment in my State of
Kansas, based on hundreds of petitions and many hundreds
of letters I have received in the past months.

It is my opinion that Congress, instead of repealing the
embargo provisions and thereby weakening the present
Neutrality Act, should strengthen it by enacting something
like the Nye-Bone-Clark bill. This plan will have my full
support when this matter comes before the Senate.

I also intend to support and work for submission of the
proposed war referendum amendment to the Constitution,
I am thoroughly convinced that this proposed amendment,
safeguarded as it is to give the President and the Congress
full power to take whatever measures are necessary to defend
the United States and all its Territories, and also to defend
the Western Hemisphere against outside aggression, would
be ratified by the people if submitted to them.

I do not intend to take the time of the Senate today to
enter into a prolonged discussion of the subject of foreign
relations, but simply want to make my position plain.
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I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the REecorp
a resolution adopted by the Sunflower Club of Larned, Kans.,
and a few short letters received by me from citizens of
Kansas who are opposed to the repeal of the embargo.

There being no objection, the resolution and letters were
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Larnep, EaNs., May 31, 1939.
Eenator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr SR: We the undersigned members of the Ash Valley Sun-
flower Club, Pawnee County, Larned, Eans., wish to go on record
a8 opposing any change in the present Neutrality Act.

Yours truly,

Nellie Grifiith (secretary), Mrs. Al Seltman, Mrs. Robert
Walker, Mrs. Elmer Seeman, Mrs. Lura M. Logan, Mrs.
G. A. Yeager, Fannie Weisensec, Mildred Reed, Anna Fox,
Gertrude Hermes, Mrs, Lynden Almgquist, Mrs. George
Seeman, Jr., Mrs. Frank Kirby, Mrs. Verne Dryden, Mrs.
Dollie Yeager, Mrs. E. L. Kirkwood, Mrs. Gall Griffith,
Mrs. Joe Dolezal, Thelma Fox, Clara M. Yeager, Mrs, Ray
Almgquist, Mrs. Lawrence Murphy, Mrs. Guy Wood, Mrs.
George Griffith, Mrs. Walter Fox.

GarpEN Crry, Eans, May 19, 1939,
Benator ARTHUR CAPPER,

Washington, D. C.

DeAr Sir: As one of the farmers in the western part of Eansas, I
wish to remind you that we farmers out here want you to do your
utmost to keep America out of war, even though a general war
would mean an increase in the prices of farm products. We do
not want war,

Bincerely yours,
Leo FRrIESEN.

120145 EasT FOURTH STREET,
Pitisburg, Kans., April 20, 1939,
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
United States Senator, Washington, D. C.

Dear SeEnAror: Odd as it may seem, dus to our previous experi-
ence, some of our leaders, high in governmental affairs, are actually
fostering and propagating our intrusion in other countries’ busi-
ness. By so doing they are thereby helping to create another war
where we surely under those conditions would become involved.

Nations of the Old World have old and new accounts to settle
among themselves, and it seems to me that fact is none of our
business when they settle or how they settle. Of course, should
they choose war it would be of some concern to us, due to our
economic dislocation and other factors involved. Those facts of
themselves are so insignificant for us in comparison with the cost
and monstrosity of a great war that the use of such argument
should make anyone blush with shame.

Those countries over there, to whom we address our insolent
invectives, undoubtedly resent our interference as we would resent
theirs were we in the same position. The idea that we should have
special privileges due to our greater investments is very unjust. It
is a well-known fact that a shabby, emall home to a pcor man is just
as dear a possession to him as is a large and beautiful mansion to
a rich one—the former more so, for the very fact that he is poor,
therefore suffering a sense of lack plus injury to his pride.

No! No! It cannot be any of our business!

I therefore, considering the eminence of your position in the
affairs of this great Republic, pray you, dear Senator, to utilize all
of your outstanding influence to keep this Nation out of European
or Asiatic entanglements. I feel sure you will thereby be con-
tributing in a large measure, if not wholly, in preventing to our
people the inevitable catastrophic consequences of another war.

May God inspire you to take this course.

Your devoted and humble servant,
Joan PerrUCcr,
United States Veteran of the World War.

La CyonE, Eans.
Isn't it too bad that our country should be discussing whether
or not we should enter the disgraceful quarrels of Europe? Every
man, woman, and child before this should have risen above this
state of mind. It isn't reasonable that our Congress should be
wrangling over this matter. A friendly, legitimate trade with all
countries allke. Why do we take sides and make enemies? Any
of them are our friend only as they need us and their promise a
piece of paper. After reflection, I am heartily ashamed of our part
in the World War. England is at the bottomm of most of it.
“Propaganda” the curse of the world.
J. T. Goss,
MarGARET Goss.

; Dawn, Mo.
ARTHUR CAPPER,
Topeka, Kans.
Dear Sir: I want to congratulate you on the work you are trying
to do to keep us out of war.
It is heartbreaking to think of our boys giving their lives to
make millionaires out of some big men. I think their money
should be used as long as possible to save the lives of our young
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men. It is no wonder our generation of boys today are disheart-
ened as I have heard several say.
If the boys could line the men up who are advocating war and
shoot at them first, probably that would end this war,
Yours truly,
Mrs. W. T. SYKES.

Seivey, Eans., May 29, 1939,

Dear Mgr. CappeEr: I, the mother of two grown sons, am Very
proud of our Nation for the stand for peace that is taken, but
when I learn that we are furnishing Japan 564 percent of her war
materials and buying 90 percent of her silk, I am heartsick and
am sending my humble protest against 1t.

We are our brother's keeper, and, Mr. CAPPER, as Kansas Senator,
will you please do all in your power to keep the United States from
aiding any country to carry on war?

Res ¥ yours,
Mrs. HARRY BERTHOLF.

StupLEY, KEANS.,, May 23, 1939.
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER, -

Dear Sir: I don't really think it's necessary for me to send these
petitions as you have enough backbone to support them whether
the voters support you or mot. But I believe this printed form
lacks one thing and that is to support a good-neighbor policy, the
lack of which I believe is the most fundamental cause of war there
is, except, of course, the personal ambition of certain individuals.
Many countries, like Germany, have a very serious need for neces-
sary articles. If we make a real effort to supply those needs in
exchange for things we need, and make especial efforts to treat
them as neighbors and not enemies, I think would help more than
anything else to make permanent peace.

Had the Allies treated Germany at the close of the war 20 years
ago as the North treated the South at the end of the Civil War I
believe there would have been no more thought of war than there
now is between the North and South.

But to follow this policy would mean sacrifice sometimes. We
farmers might have to take less for goods we sell. Manufacturers
might have to sell lower.

T. E. McCLELLAND.

OvVERLAND PARKE, EANS,, April 29, 1939.
Hcn. Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
United States Senator from Kansas, Washington, D. C.

My DeAr SenaToR: I heard with much interest and pride your
remarks immediately after the Hitler broadcast. Practically every
President we have had in office at a time of unrest in Europe has
been unable to resist the temptation of dabbling in European affairs,
usually to the detriment of the Unlited States. I think the present
situation has shown that there is a real danger in entrusting the
foreign policy of this country to any one individual, no matter who
he may be or how earnest his desire for the cause of peace. The
rezponsibility is too great to be borne by one person, Would it be
practical to design legislation to place the formulation of foreign
policy in the hands of the President and a committee from the
Senate. The suggestion may not be of value, but, anyway, it is a
thought.

Vi truly yours,
i Vil C. E. HAVEKOTTE.

ToPEEA, EANS., May 15, 1939.
Benator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr SENATOR CAPPER: We, the undersigned, In a commen feeling
against the United States entering any war whatsoever, are writing
to register our protest against any legisiation which would allow
us to become involved in war. We are relying upon you to help
preserve our democracy by creating a neutrality which will keep us
absolutely neutral.

We realize your long-established, wide, and strong influence in
‘Washington, Mr. CArPeEr, and from the fine stands you have taken
in other instances we feel sure you will use that influence to save
American manhood for America.

* Mr. J. Blood Coats, Caroline E. Walbridge, Barbara Olinger,
Mrs. Otis 8. Allen, Mary E. Hopkins, Mrs. Frank Nuss,
Mrs. Harry Corby, Bess K. Hunter, Elizabeth LaRue,
Barbara Page, Mary E. Dudley (president), Josephine
Newell, Mrs. Wilson W. McCoy, Mrs. O. K. Johnson, Mrs.
Howard M. Immel, Peggy Morgan, Mrs. W. Warren Rutter,
Margle Spearing, Mrs. Ruth Hogue (members of Eappa
Kappa Gamma present at a recent meeting).

ADDRESSES BY SENATOR JOHNSON OF COLORADO AND SENATOR NYE
AT LUNCHEON OF PEOPLE’S LOBBY

[Mr. La ForLeTTE asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp an address entitled “A War on Poverty or a
Foreign War,” delivered by Senator Johnson of Colorado,
and an address entitled “Do British and European Imperial-
isms Differ?” delivered by Senator Ny, at the luncheon of
the People’s Lobby, Wesley Hall, Washington, D. C., June 3,
1939, which appear in the Appendix.]
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OUR COUNTRY, OUR CITIZENS FIRST—ADDRESS BY SENATOR REYNOLDS

[Mr. REyNoLDs asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp a radio address recently delivered by himself on
the subject Our Country, Our Citizens First, which appears
in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY SENATOR SCHWELLENBACH TO CONVENTION OF YOUNG
DEMOCRATS OF STATE OF WASHINGTON

[Mr. MinToN asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp an address delivered by Senator SCHWELLENBACH
to the convention of Young Democrats of the State of Wash-
ington at Walla Walla, Wash,, June 2, 1939, which appears in
the Appendix.]

CONFEDERATE MEMORIAL DAY ADDRESS BY SENATOR FEPPER

[Mr. Hirr asked and cobtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an address delivered by Senator PEPPER on June 4,
1939, at Arlington National Cemetery in commemoration of
Confederate Memorial Day, which appears in the Appendix.]

DRAFT OF CAPITAL IN CASE OF WAR—ADDRESS BY SENATOR LEE

[Mr. SeEprARD asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp a radio address on the subject of the draft of capi-
tal in case of war delivered by Senator LEe on June 3, 1939,
which appears in the Appendix.]

LOANS TO SMALL ENTERPRISE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR MEAD

[Mr. LEe asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp a radio address delivered by Senator MEeap in Wash-
ington, D, C., on May 31, 1939, on the subject Loans to Small
Enterprise, which appears in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY HON. JAMES A, FARLEY BEFORE GREAT LAKES REGIONAL
CONFERENCE OF DEMOCRATIC WOMEN

[Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an address delivered by Hon. James A. Farley
before the Great Lakes Regional Conference of Democratic
Women at Columbus, Ohio, May 11, 1939, which appears in
the Appendix.]

RESOLUTION OF . REPRESENTATIVE COTTON ORGANIZATIONS AND
DEALERS AT MEETING IN DALLAS, TEX.

[Mr. LEE asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
REecorp g resclution adopted by a meeting of representative
cotton men held in Dallas, Tex., May 21, 1939, which appears
in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY RT. REV. MGR. JOHN A. RYAN

[Mr. GurrEY asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp the address delivered by Rt. Rev. Mgr. John A.
Ryan, D. D., of the Catholic University, or the occasion of
the testimonial dinner tendered to him in Washington, D. C,,
on May 25, 1939, which appears in the Appendix.]

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL HOUSING ACT OF 1937

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 591)
to amend the United States Housing Act of 1937, and for
other purposes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Before the Senator from Louisi-
ana proceeds, will he permit the Chair to state that he re-
grets that on yesterday he did not observe in the REecorp
the request of the Senator from Louisiana to be recognized,
or else he would have recognized him? He apologizes to the
Senator from Louisiana, as well as to the Senate, for not
attending to his duty more faithfully.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, before proceeding to a
discussion of the amendments to the Housing Act contained
in the pending bill I shall elaborate some of the statements
made by me yesterday in answer to the arguments advanced
by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypiNGs]l.

The handling of all projects is divided into two distinct
parts: First, the financing of the development or construc-
tion of a project; secondly, the payment of Federal and local
annual subsidies to the completed project to bring down
the rents. I shall now discuss the first proposition; that is,
with reference to the financing of the development.

. These two propositions must be held separate and apart
in the minds of Members of the Senate. Two separate and
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distinet contracts are entered into between the United States
Housing Authority and the local authority. The first con-
tract deals exclusively with the financial end; the matter
of obtaining the money with which to build the project.
The second contract deals entirely with the subsidies which
are to be paid by the United States Housing Authority and
the local authorities. The financing of the development or
construction of a project is entirely on an investment-loan
basis. The local housing authority borrows not more than
90 percent of the development or construction cost from the
United States Housing Authority. That is provided for in
the bill. The limitation is written in the statute.

The local authority borrows not less than 10 percent of
the development or construction cost of the project from
local sources other than the Federal Government. Whether
it be borrowed from the city, from local banks, or from other
private investors, the point is that the money does not come
from the Federal Government. The 90-percent Federal loan
is evidenced by the obligations of the local housing authority,
and is to be repaid in full, principal and interest, with an in-
terest rate fixed by statute under a prescribed formula. Under
said formula the rate of interest today is 3 percent. The
10 percent borrowed from local sources is also evidenced by
the obligations of the local housing authority, and is to be
repaid in full, principal and interest, with an interest rate
which is generally not less than 3 percent, depending on the
going Federal rate of interest.

The local loan, like the Federal loan, must be raised in
cash, because cash is required to build a housing project.
Under the law the 90 percent of the development cost bor-

rowed from the U. S. H. A. cannot be advanced until the |

local housing authority has made arrangements to raise the
10 percent in cash from sources other than the Federal Gov-
ernment. The project cannot be completed and opened
until the 10 percent borrowed locally is raised in cash, as
well as the 90 percent borrowed from the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Now, let me read an excerpt from one of the contracts,
which is in the usual form of contracts entered into between
the U. S. H. A. and the local authority. Under section 3 of
the contract it is specifically provided that—

The T. 8. H. A. shall be under no obligation to the local authority
to take up and pay for any bonds.

And then the contract sets out various conditions under
which there shall be no such obligation. Among them is
the following, under (e):

If the local authority shall not have obtalned or entered
into a contract to obtain in a form and upon terms satisfaétory
to the U. 8. H. A. assistance equivalent to at least $60,000—

In this case; that is, in the case of the particular contract
from which I am now reading—
toward meeting the development cost of the project from sources
other than the U. S. H. A.

The contract from which I am reading is one that was
executed between the Housing Authority and a local housing
authority in Annapolis, Md. The total amount of loan that
the U. S. H. A. agreed to make to the housing authority at
Annapolis, Md., aggregated $478,000, and the local authority
agreed to put up $60,000, which, as can be readily seen, is in
excess of the limitation placed in the statute of not less than
10 percent.

Both the Federal 90 percent and the local 10 percent are
on a strict loan basis. There is no Federal subsidy of any
kind in the development or construction of a project, and
no loecal subsidy of any kind is required by the act in the
development, or construction of a project. Therefore, the
necessity for differentiating between the two propositions.
The entire development or construction of a project is a mat-
ter of interest-bearing loans, a matter of Federal and local
investment.

At the present time only 10 percent of the development
loan cost of a project is being borrowed by the local housing
authority from sources other than the Federal Government.
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Ninety percent of the development loan cost of a project
is being borrowed from the Federal Government. The
United States Housing Authority is trying to encourage the
local housing authorities to borrow much more than 10 per-
cent of the cost for the development or construction of a
project from sources other than the Federal Government, in
order that the Federal loans for development or construc-
tion may be cut down to less than 90 percent. That is one
of the purposes of an amendment to section 6 of the act,
provided in the pending bill, which would make the obliga-
tions of local housing authorities available for investment
by national banks. It will be readily seen that if the
amendment is adopted, many of the bonds can be sold to
private investors.

The time probably is near at hand when the local hous-
ing authority will borrow 20 or 30 or 50 percent of the
development or construction cost of a project from sources
other than the Federal Government, leaving only 80, 70, or
50 percent of the loans for the development cost of the
project to be supplied by the Federal Government. This is
a healthy tendency, because it will encourage the gradual
investment of idle private capital in the development of
housing projects.

It is an essential feature of the United States Housing
Authority plan that the whole original development or con-
struction cost of a project is kept on a strict loan or invest-
ment basis; the loan feature must not be confused with the
subsidy.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Sen-
ator a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Herring in the chair).
Does the Senator from Louisiana yield to the Senator from
Michigan?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not want to interrupt the con-
tinuity of the Senator’s argument; but before he goes into
further detail I wonder if he will permit me to ask him one
or two general questions about the financial phase of the
matter.

Mr. ELLENDER. Gladly.

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the pending bill is passed, how
much will it add to the Federal Budget for the next fiscal
year?

Mr. ELLENDER. If the bill is passed, no subsidies of any
kind will be asked for until the projects are completed.

To give the Senator specific figures, the present Budget
from the Interior Department asks for only $5,000,000 for
subsidizing housing projects which have been completed, or
are now being built, and will be completed this year.

The Government does not contribute a nickel of subsidy
toward reducing rents until the lessees occupy the projects,
and if the projects authorized under this bond issue are not
completed before 1942, the Federal Government will not have
to advance a penny of subsidy until that time.

Mr. VANDENBERG. What will be the maximum addi-
tional budgetary burden if the bill shall be enacted?

Mr. ELLENDER. $73,000,000 for

Mr. VANDENBERG. Additional?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; $45,000,000 additional.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I have read the committee report,
and the reference to the Bureau of the Budget seems to be
rather eryptic. I am unable to make out whether or not
the Bureau of the Budget is favorable or unfavorable, or just
quiescent. What does the final paragraph of the report
mean in its reference to the Bureau of the Budget?

Mr. ELLENDER. On page 12?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. That refers fo the amendment contem-
plated in the sixth section of the bill, proposing an amend-
ment to the Banking Act giving these securities the same
standing, as it were, with other Government securities, so
that national banks may purchase them, may invest in them.
The reason for the amendment is that instead of selling
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these bonds to the Government itself, the idea is to get as
many of them purchased by private institutions as possible.

Mr. VANDENBERG. But this paragraph seems to refer
to the enactment of the bill, not to any particular section
of it.

Mr. ELLENDER. To which paragraph is the Senator re-
ferring? There are three on that page.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The final paragraph. I am refer-
ring to the fact that the report suggests that the Bureau of
the Budget seems to have no objection to the submission of
the legislation provided “no commitment” would be involved.
Does that mean that the Bureau of the Budget simply is
neutral in respect to the program?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I would not say that. It merely
means, as I interpret the language referred to by the Sena-
tor, that until a project is completed, no commitment for
an appropriation to provide a Federal subsidy can be made
by the Housing Authority. That is all that the paragraph
intends to convey.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Unfortunately there is a typo-
graphical error in the paragraph; two lines are transposed.
Let me read the next to the last sentence the way, evidently,
it is intended to read:

The Interior Department advised the committee that it had
recelved a communication from the Bureau of the Budget stating
that there would be no objection to the submission of the United
States Housing Authority’s report with the understanding that
no commitment would thereby be made with respect to the
relationship of the proposed legislation to the program of the
President.

That is what I am inquiring about. What does that
mean—no commitment as to whether or not this collides
with the President’s financial program, which is to say, with
the Budget? Does it mean that it does collide, or that they
are not willing to say that it collides, or that they do not
know whether it collides or not? What does it mean?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator understands, of course,
that before any project may be undertaken the President
himself must O. K. it. I do not know exactly what the
Budget had in mind.

Mr. VANDENBERG. This is the Senator’s report.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand; but evidently under the
law no commitment for any appropriation for subsidies can
be made until projects are actually completed. That is the
reason for the statement quoted by the Senator. The law
specifically provides that the authorized appropriation, in
this bill, for instance, of $45,000,000, cannot be made avail-
able to the local housing authorities unless and until the
projects to be built are actually completed, because that sum
is to be used exclusively to reduce the rents of the lessees
who will occupy the buildings.

Mr. VANDENBERG. 1 understand what the Senator is
saying.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what the letter from the Bureau
of the Budget means, if it is read as a whole.

Mr. VANDENBERG. This is what I am trying to find out:
The first sentence specifically states that the United States
Housing Authority is favorable to the enactment of the bill.
We know where they stand. Then it undertakes to state the
position of the Interior Department and the Bureau of the
Budget. I am unable to find out from the language what
the attitude of the Interior Department and the Bureau of
the Budget is. Can the Senator tell me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sure that the Interior Department
is for the bill, because this activity is under the Interior
Department.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am sorry, but I still seem to be in
doubt as to what is meant by the reservation of a doubt
regarding the President’s financial program.

Mr. ELLENDER. I think the same language is used by
the Bureau of the Budget in practically every recommenda-
tion it makes to Congress where an appropriation is con-
cerned.
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Mr. President, the second matter I propose to discuss is
with reference to the annual Federal-loan subsidies for re-
ducing rents. This aspect of the proposal must not be con-
fused with the other feature I have just discussed; that is,
regarding the raising of the funds to construct projects
by the United States Housing Authority and by the local
authority.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Why should it not be confused with the
raising of the funds, when, as the Senator knows, the stat-
ute ties them together? In the first place, the faith of the
United States is solemnly pledged to the payment of all
annual contributions. In the second place, payments under
annual contribution contracts shall be pledged as security
for any loans obtained by public-housing agencies to assist
the development of the housing projects to which the annual
contributions relate. Congress has tied the two together.
This is a permanent appropriation for 60 years. The faith
of the United States is pledged, and then that is used to
secure the bonds, and even if the contracts can be revised
in 10 years, there is going to be a moral obligation on the
part of the United States to see that a sinking fund is
supplied to pay the interest on all loans to housing authori-
ties. So, I think, the Senator cannot say that the contri-
butions are one thing and the loans another. It seems to
me they are one and the same thing.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is quite correct that the
two features of the program are interlocking, but for the
purposes of this discussion and in order to avoid confusion,
it is desirable to discuss them separately. I state that no
subsidy is to be advanced by the United States Housing
Authority, no money is to be appropriated by the Congress,
until a project is actually built. Of course, as a safeguard
it is provided in the law that these contributions have first
to be applied toward paying the interest and the principal
on the debt involved. The contract provides specifically
that the holders of the bonds shall have first preference
in the contribution.

The subsidies or contributions toward all projects are paid
only on an annual basis, as annual contributions, for the
purpose of reducing rents after the projects are built.

There are neither Federal nor local subsidies in the form
of capital grants during the construction of the project.
The annual subsidies, both Federal and local, represent the
amounts necessary to get the rents down to the level that
slum dwellers can afford to pay.

That, Senators, is the reason in a nutshell why the Con-
gress is asked to provide for an amount which, together
with that appropriated by the municipality in the form of
cash or tax remission, will be sufficient to cut the economic
rent in half.

The method by which the annual contributions of sub-
sidies are computed is as follows: After the project is built
the United States Housing Authority in accord with the
act itself calculates the annual charge against the project,
including these items:

First. Debt service.

Second. Operation and management.

Third. Repairs, vacancies, insurance, and so forth.

Fourth. Taxes (should they not be entirely remitted).

All these charges together make up the economic annual
rent of the project, the amount that would be needed to be
paid by the tenant if there were no annual subsidies. Then
the United States Housing Authority calculates the amount
of annual rent that can be paid by slum dwellers, which is
generally what they are now paying in the slums. The
difference between these two figures represents the annual
subsidies, Federal and local, which must be paid to get the
projects within the reach of slum dwellers.

This analysis makes it clear that neither the Federal
annual subsidies nor the local annual subsidies are directed
toward debt retirement, although it happens that the annual
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Federal subsidies needed to get such rents low enough are
almost equivalent to the charges for debt retirement.

Both the Federal annual contribution and the local annual
contribution are directed toward reducing the whole economic
rent, which includes debt retirement, management, opera-
tion, insurance, repairs, vacancies, and taxes. However,
there is a provision in the statute insuring that the annual
contributions shall secure the loans, as was stated a minute
ago by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]l. This is only
logical, because the Federal subsidies should not be used
for other purposes by a local authority that is defaulting
on its loans, 90 percent of which are from the Federal
Government.

The Federal annual contributions amount to about one-
third of the economic rent, as I pointed out yesterday, and
therefore constitute a 33% percent rent subsidy. The local
annual contributions represent about one-sixth of the eco-
nomic rent, and therefore constitute a 1625 percent rent
subsidy.

The Federal annual contribution and the local annual con-
tribution taken together, therefore, cut the economic rent
in half. The Federal and local annual contributions repre-
sent the same proportion of the economic rent as in Eng-
land and in other countries having successful low-rent hous-
ing programs. All these countries finance the development
or construction of their projects entirely on a loan basis,
and subsidize them on an annual basis, directing their sub-
sidies on an annual basis toward the reduction of rents and
not toward capital charges alone.

The statute sets a maximum rate upon the Federal con-
tributions which is the Federal going rate of interest, plus
1 percent, computed on the total cost of the project, and
which is now equal to 3% percent of the development cost.
The statute requires that the local annual contribution be
at least 20 percent of the Federal annual contributions.
But in fact the local annual contributions are averaging
about 50 percent of the Federal annual contributions. This
shows clearly that the local contribution in subsidies to
housing projects is greater than the local contributions in
practically any other social program assisted by the Federal
Government.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. 1Is it entirely through the granting of tax
exemption that the localities contribute that money? How
does the Senator figure the 50 percent?

Mr. ELLENDER. The 50 percent is figured this way.
One-third is contributed by the Federal Government in
cash, and one-sixth is contributed by the local communi-
ties by way of remitting taxes. In other words, in the
example that was discussed yesterday by the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typings]l—

Mr. TAFT. I should like to call the attention of the
Senator from Louisiana to an article published in this
week’s Saturday Evening Post entitled “Much Ado About
Nothing. A Defense of the Government Program,” by Rev.
Edward Robert Moore, member of the New York City Hous-
ing Authority. The writer of the article is in favor of the
housing plan. In it he discusses the question of tax con-
tributions, and says that in the first place there is not
any tax to speak of on the slum buildings, and that in one
city of his acquaintance where a three-quarters of a mil-
lion dollar project was in prospect, the tax yield on the
property to be exempted was just $90. That would seem
to contradict the theory that there is any substantial con-
tribution by local authorities by way of exemption of taxes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, let us suppose that a
local investor wanted to put up a building on that same
plot of ground to which Mr. Moore refers, would not the
local authorities, that is, of the municipality in which it
was built, and the State and county authorities, be entitled
to impose taxes on it?

Let us take the example to which I started to refer a while
ago—the million-dollar project which was under discussion
here yesterday by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypInGs].
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When a project of that kind is undertaken, what really hap-
pens in most cases is that some of the dwellings which are
now occupied by slum dwellers are torn away, and the land
is leveled. That takes from the assessmenf roll of that
locality an amount equal to whatever the assessment was
on those buildings.

If a new building is constructed on that land, and one
is erected, of course, when a contract is entered into, that
adds a further investment on the property, and if it were
privately owned the city government, the county govern-
ment, and the State government could certainly assess taxes
on that building.

If the building is valued, let us say, at $1,000,000, the
average amount of city, county, and State taxes paid by a
private owner on a building of that character aggregates
about 2 percent. Two percent of $1,000,000 would be $20,-
000, and that is the amount of subsidy that the local author-
ities would be giving toward the reduction of the rents.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at
that point?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question.

Mr. WAGNER. Since the law provides that there must
be at least a 20-percent contribution by the municipality or
the Housing Authority toward the economic rents, is it not
a fact that if taxes do not represent 20 percent, then the
municipality must make that up in some other way by the
contribution of cash?

Mr. ELLENDER. It would have to be in cash or tax ex-
emptions or remissions and amounting to at least 20 percent
of the Federal subsidy.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, in all the projects so far,
the tax exemptions show a contribution greater than 20
percent, but I asked the question because of the sugges-
tion made by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl that in
some instances the tax exemption may not represent 20
percent. If it does not, then the municipality must make
that up by the payment of cash.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Let me read extracts from the second housing contract to
which I have just referred. They have to do with the ques-
tion of subsidies. This will throw light on the point raised
by the Senator from Ohio. On page 1 of this contract,
which, by the way, is between the same authority to which
I referred a while ago, the city of Annapolis, and the United
States Housing Authority, appears the following:

Whereas the local authority certifies that it has the following
assurances of its meeting the conditions precedent to such U. B.
H. A. annual contributions: (i) the legal and enforceable right
under the public general laws of Maryland to full exemptions of
the local authority and the project from all taxes and special

assessments of the city, the State, or any political subdivision
thereof—

That language is incorporated in each and every contract
for subsidies that is made. So it can well be seen that a
municipality, a county and/or a State would have the right
to place a tax on the value of that improvement, and which
taxes usually equal 2 percent of the cash value of the im-
improvement.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. Even though it is desirable in this kind
of a law that taxes should be remitted, I doubt whether the
city has the constitutional right to make such an agree-
ment. Is there any doubt on that question?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; there is not, because the city acts
under a statute passed by the State legislature.

Mr. NORRIS. Has the State legislature the right to pass
such an act? Might there not be a constitutional inhibi-
tion against such action by the legislature?

Mr, ELLENDER. Of course, that may be true with refer-
ence to some State taxes; but I believe that since a munici-
pality is a creature of the legislature, the State legislature
could well pass a law providing for a tax exemption by the
municipality, or even by the county.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?
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Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Aside from any housing project, it is
true that in many of the States, under State laws and con-
stitutions, the cities have the right to exempt property from
taxation.

Mr. NORRIS. If the right exists under State constitu-
tions, I raise no question.

Mr. BARKLEY. It so happens that in many States cities
offer exemption from taxation for 5 years as an inducement
for new enterprises to come into the city. Of course, it
depends on the authority conferred upon the city by the
State legislature, or the constitution of the State.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I will say further in
answer to the question of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Norris] that in all cases the Housing Authority provides
for a legal opinion on the matter; and if there is any doubt
a test case is brought before the proper tribunal. From time
to time circumstances have given rise to a doubt, and test
cases actually have been brought before the courts of the
States wherein the projects are to be built, so as to clear
the legal atmosphere.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to ask the able Senator from
Louisiana whether or not such a test case has been brought
in the courts of the State of Illinois.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am informed one has been brought.

Mr., LUCAS. Has the supreme court of our State passed
upon the question?

Mr. ELLENDER. It is my understanding that it has
passed upon the issue.

Mr. LUCAS. The question is a very interesting one; and
I should like very much to have the Senator place in the
Recorp the opinion of the Supreme Court of Illinois is decid-
ing that question. The constitution of our State was adopted
many, many years ago; and one section of our revenue act
provides that all property must be assessed uniformly. As
I recall, it has been held time and time again that under noc
circumstances could an exemption of the character which the
Senator is now discussing be granted. Because of the “uni-
formity" section and the section of the revenue act to which
I have referred, we have been unable to have an income-tax
law in our State. The only way we could have it would be
to change the constitution. We have not been able to do
that; and now before us the question vitally affects our State.
I should like very much to have the Senator place in the
REecorp the dicision of the Supreme Court of Illinois, because
I am interested in what the court has said on that question.
I have seen similar contingencies challenge the constitution
of our State in various ways and if there has been a reversal
upon the part of the court I am obviously very much
interested.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is my information that the State of
Illinois was one of the doubtful States; a test case was filed,
and a decision has been rendered upholding the right of the
municipality to grant tax exemptions. I shall be glad to
obtain a copy of the decision, or an excerpt therefrom, and
place it in the REcorp as early as possible.

Mr. LUCAS. As I understand the decision is by the Su-
preme Court of Illinois.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is my understanding.

Further reading from the contract, with reference to sub-
sidies, on page 2, under (b):

That during the useful life of the project, which shall in no
event be less than the number of years during which any of the
obligations issued to assist in the development of the project shall
remain outstanding, it will not levy, impose, or charge any taxes,
assessments, fees, or charges against the project or against the
local authority for or with respect to the project, and will furnish
without charge municipal services and facilitles for the project
and the tenants thereof of the same character as those furnished
without charge for other dwellings and inhabitants of the city.

That provision with reference to subsidies is likewise in-
corporated in contract between the lccal authorities and the
United States Housing Authority.
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. Will the Senator kindly explain the
last paragraph he read?

Mr, ELLENDER. To which paragraph does the Senator
refer?

Mr. McCARRAN. I refer to the last excerpt which the
Senator read a moment ago from the contract. Will the
Senator kindly explain it?

Mr. ELLENDER. The language is:

And will furnish without charge municipal services and facilities
for the project——

Mr. McCARRAN. I refer to the entire excerpt which the
Senator read from the document which he holds in his
hand. It was the last excerpt read to the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. I shall be glad to read it.

_ That during the useful life of the project, which shall in no
event be less than the number of during which any of
the obligations issued to assist in the development of the project

shall remain outstanding, it will not levy, impose, or charge any
taxes, assessments, fees, or charges against the project—

That simply means tax exemption. So long as the bonds
are outstanding—in this case 60 years—there is an obliga-
tion on the part of the local authority to make no assess-
ment of any kind.

Mr. McCARRAN. Will the Senator kindly explain the
latter part of the paragraph?

Mr. ELLENDER. It reads—

And will furnish without charge municipal services and facilities
for the project and the tenants thereof of the same character as
those furnished without charge for other dwellings and inhab-
itants of the city.

Mr. McCARRAN. What is meant by that language? Will
the Senator kindly explain what the language means?

Mr. ELLENDER. That may mean:

Mr. McCARRAN. No; what does it mean? I am not in-
terested in what it may mean.

Mr. ELLENDER. The law provides——

Mr. McCARRAN. I beg the Senator’s pardon. Will he
kindly explain just what the language means, and not what
the law provides? We are now making the law. We have
a law in the making. Will not the Senator kindly explain
the language?

Mr. ELLENDER. I cannot explain the language if I may
not refer to the act. I will let the Senator explain it. I do
not know. In other words, I cannot take the language just
as it is without referring to the law itself. The law itself
provides that instead of a tax remission the local authority
may pay cash, so long as it pays not less than 20 percent of
the Federal subsidy.

Mr. McCARRAN. Where is the 20 percent in the excerpt
which the Senator read?

Mr. ELLENDER. This is a case in which all the taxes
are not remitted. As the Senator knows, under the law the
local authority must pay not less than 20 percent of the
Federal subsidy in order to help subsidize the low-rent
project.

Mr. McCARRAN. The payment is made by way of remis-
sion of taxes.

Mr. ELLENDER. It may be paid in cash or by remission
of taxes.

Mr. McCARRAN. Of course, the latter will be the way
in which it will be paid.

Mr. ELLENDER. Certainly; but in the event it is not,
that provision is necessarily in the contract. The act does
not specifically provide that the tax exemption shall be an
entire exemption, but it says that the local contribution, in
cash or tax remission, or both, shall be not less than 20
percent of the amount contributed by the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. McCARRAN. I may be in error.
cause I am in favor of the principle behind the act.

I hope I am, be-
Will
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the Senator again read the latter part of the excerpt which
he read just a moment ago?

That during the useful life of the project, which shall in no
event be less than the number of years which any of the obliga-
tions issued to assist in the development of the project shall
remain outstanding, it will not levy—

Mr. McCARRAN. That means that the project must run
as long as the bonds are outstanding.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. McCARRAN., That is plain enough.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is plain.

It will not levy, impose, or charge any taxes, assessments, fez2s,
or charges agalnst the project or against the local authority for
or with respect to the project—

Mr. McCARRAN. What does the language “or against the
local authority for or with respect to the project” mean?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. My understanding of that pro-
vision is that it is a safeguard against the municipal gov-
ernment substituting some other form of taxes in place of
the taxes which it has agreed to remit. A city might pass an
ordinance providing that in all cases in which taxes are re-
mitted and buildings are constructed there should be some
sort of a gross income tax, or something of that sort. The
purpose of this provision is to prevent a substitute for the
taxes which the city agrees to remit.

Mr. McCARRAN. In other words, any tax which might
be conjured up shall be remitted.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes.

Mr. McCARRAN. It seems to me the language goes even
further. As I construe the language read by the Senator,
there could not even be a tax for the maintenance of the
property.

Mr. ELLENDER. A tax for maintenance by whom? It
cannot be by the city.

Mr. McCARRAN. No; but for upkeep of the property. I
know what the Senator’s argument is, but somebody else is
going to argue this after the Senator is all through with it.
Taking the language, it seems to me the property could not
even be kept going, it could not be sustained. The entire
project is on the basis of the old theory of cooperative
apartments.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am satisfied that if the Senator will
read the first section of the contract that I have quoted, and
the second section, and the section I propose to read, there
will be no doubt left in his mind that, under this contract,
there is a remission of all taxes on the project, and that is
the contribution by the municipality to the local authority in
aid of reducing rents.

Mr. McCARRAN. What I am most interested in is, does
the property become not only a property against which
there shall be no taxes, but does it become a burden on the
municipality for upkeep?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; it could not.

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not know about that. If the Sen-
ator will read that language again, and apply his own splen-
did knowledge of the law, I think he might have some
doubt.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not see how it could, because all
the terms of the contract are to be read together. What
really happens is that the project becomes a separate entity,
as it were, of itself.

Mr. McCARRAN. I am familiar with the old rule that
went along with the “own your own apartment” plan. We
went through that period in this country, and we are still
going through it, and it has not been altogether a success.
I am also familiar with the cooperative-apartment system. I
think that this plan is more nearly in keeping with the coop-
erative-apartment system; but the cooperative-apartment
system—I may be wrong, but as I understood it—always pro-
vided a residue for the upkeep of the apartment, for main-
tenance, heating, lighting, and so forth, and so on. In this
language, however, it seems to me—I hope I may be wrong,
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for we are now making history here that will be used to con-
strue the law in the future—that we are leaving out of the
law any obligation on the part of those who manage these
apartments to have the upkeep of the apartments come out
of the rentals from the apartments. I hope I am wrong in
that respect.

Mr., WAGNER. The Senator is wrong.

Mr. ELLENDER. There is an existing contract between
the local authority itself and the U. 8. H. A, first, with refer-
ence to building the project, which refers to this subsequent
contract, and then there is a binding agreement between the
U. 8. H. A. and the local autherity that the rents will be kept
down and will be used for certain specified purposes.

Mr. McCARRAN. Does the Senator construe that to mean
that the rent will be kept down to the point where the upkeep
of the apartment would fall back on the Federal Government?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I do not see how it could be so
construed.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoLmaN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Louisiana yield to the Senator from
New York?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question.

Mr. WAGNER. May I ask the Senator if it is not correct
to say that each tenant is to be charged for the occupation
of the particular dwelling, and there are taken into consid-
eration all the fixed charges——

Mr. McCARRAN. Of which upkeep is one.

Mr. WAGNER. Of which upkeep is one, and debt service
is the other, and whatever goes into the maintenance of the
particular building. That is calculated in determining what
rent would have to be charged if the occupants should be
required to pay a rental which would make the enterprise
profitable, but, since these are slum dwellers of the low-
income group, the Federal Government and the States are
going to pay the difference between the rent which would
have to be charged in order to make the tenant pay all these
expenses and the rent which he can afford to pay. In de-
termining that item and in determining the subsidy all
those fixed charges are taken into consideration. So they
are not a burden except as the payment of a subsidy, and a
rent subsidy is a burden upon the States and the Federal
Government. That is the theory of the proposed legislation.

Mr. McCARRAN. I take it that the primary theory of the
proposed legislation is that for the protection of the health
of the people of the country the Federal Government will
enter into an agreement or a condition of this kind?

Mr. WAGNER. To make a contribution; yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am going to read a
further paragraph from the contract pertaining to annual
contributions between the Authority of Annapolis, Md., and
the United States Housing Authority. So far, I have read
two excerpts from the contract to show the precautions
that are taken by the United States Housing Authority in
having it understood in advance what the municipality must
do in order to obtain subsidies from the U. S. H. A. so that
rents may be reduced.

I read from page 5:

Requisitions for annual contributions.

That is paragraph 4; and among the reguirements listed
in that paragraph is the following:

The local authority has received local annual contributions (as
hereinafter defilned in paragraph 8) In ald of the project which

equal at least 20 percent of the annual contribution from the
U.8 H. A,

In other words, before any contribution is made by the
Federal Government toward any subsidy, it must first be
shown by the municipality that it has contributed its share
in accordance with the law and the contract which has been
entered into between the local housing authority and the
U. 8 .H A

While it happens at the present time, as indicated above,
that the maximum Federal annual contributions are almost
equivalent to the debt service, the two obligations are quite
independent.
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The Federal annual contributions may be reduced in suc-
ceeding years as the economic character of the projects
changes so that smaller Federal subsidies will be needed te
continue renting the units at a reasonable cost to low-income
workers., Of course, the debt-service payments of the local
authorities on both Federal and local loans would remain
constant, so that when the annual Federal contributfions are
reduced they would amount to a lesser portion of the debt
service as time goes on.

The experience of all housing programs abroad shows that
annual contributions are gradually reduced in succeeding
years as wages rise and costs of housing construction and
administration decline, and for other reasons. The statute
expressly requires that the annual contributions be reex-
amined and reduced in the light of changed economic con-
ditions at the end of 10 years, and every 5 years thereafter.

This discussion makes it absolutely clear that the locali-
ties furnish about 50 percent as much of the annual subsidy
for every project as the Federal Government furnishes.
There are no subsidies but only investments in connection
with the capital development of projects.

So far as these investments are concerned, the local hous-
ing authority borrows not more than 90 percent of the funds
from the Federal Government, and borrows not less than
10 percent of the funds from other sources. It is expected
in the future that a larger percentage of the loans will be
borrowed from sources other than the Federal Government.

On yesterday, during the discussion, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] asked me if I could state the number of
units in each project, together with the number of rooms
in each unit, and the cost. I have before me a statement
covering the identical projects that I mentioned on yesterday.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; I yield.

Mr. KING. Is the Senator about to give us details of the
projects which were completed by the P. W. A.? My under-
standing is that no projects have been completed by Mr.
Straus’ organization.

Mr. ELLENDER. The projects included in this statement
are all under contract or construction by the U. S. H. A.
The Senator is correct in his statement that no projects have
as yet been completed by the U. S. H. A.

Mr. KING. They have a large number of projects on
paper, and have spent a great deal of money, but not a
single project has been completed.

Mr. ELLENDER. No, Mr. President; as a matter of fact,
not much money has been spent.

Mr. KING. Well, it is contracted to be spent.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is true that contracts have been en-
tered into, but very little money has been spent in propor-
tion to the amount authorized under the act. As a matter
of fact, if I correctly recall the figures, the amount of bonds
actually sold to this day is about $100,000,000—that is all—
although the U. S. H. A. is authorized to sell $800,000,000
of bonds.

Mr. KING. But, coming to the question which I asked,
if the Senator will pardon me, what project has been com-
pleted and rented to persons who are now occupying it?

Mr. ELLENDER. By the U. S. H. A.?

Mr. KING. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. None.
the next 2 months.

Mr. KING. So the Senator is merely speculating now
as to what the costs are going to be?

Mr. ELLENDER. No, sir; it is not a matter of specula-
tion, because contracts for these projects have already been
entered into between the local housing authorities and con-
iractors, and every contract is bonded for faithful perform-
ance.

Mr. KING. But no contracts have yet been made with
individuals. They have not been placed in any of these
buildings. They have not taken out any leases, They have
not been housed. They have not entered into any contracts
under the terms of which they are bound to occupy certain
buildings or certain rooms for a given length of time.

Two will be completed within
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Mr. ELLENDER. No; that has not been done. There
has been no occupancy, for the obvious reason that none
of the projects have yet been completed, but there will not
be any difficulty in having the units occupied. That will be
the next step after any particular unit is actually completed.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. In the opinion of the Senator, what has been
the cause of the delay? This act was passed 2 years ago.
If not a single project is being occupied at this time, what is
the cause of the delay?

Mr. ELLENDER. One of the causes of the delay, to begin
with, is that the legislatures of the various States first had
to pass laws authorizing the creation of local authorities;
and after these laws were passed, as the Senator well knows,
it required quite a good deal of time to organize the local
corporations, prepare contracts and plans to meet the re-
quirements specified in the law, and so forth. I may say
that up to the present time loan contracts totaling $409,-
698,000 have been approved under which the work is going
on, and under some of which the projects will be completed
within the next 2 months, and others within the next
3 months, and so on. In addition to the loan contracts
approved, earmarkings are now outstanding aggregating
$246,941,000; or a total of earmarkings and contracts actually
entered into of $656,639,000.

Mr. BYRD. When does the Senator think the first project
will be cccupied?

Mr. ELLENDER. Two of the projects—I do not recall
their locations at the present time—will be completed within
the next 60 days.

Mr. BYRD. How many projects in all are there?

Mr. ELLENDER. One hundred and eighty-one projects
have been actually contracted for.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator permit me to interrupt him
for the purpose of making a statement in regard to the value
of city dwellings?

Mr. ELLENDER. Certainly.

Mr. BYRD. There was some discussion on the floor yes-
terday between the Senator from Louisiana and myself on
that subject. I have obtained the records from the Depart-
ment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

The average value of all nonfarm residences—that means
residences in the cities—including land and development, is
$4,100.

In addition to that, I should like to call the attention of
the Senator to the fact that the average value of 44 percent
of the dwellings cccupied by farmers is $1,000, and that
only 4 percent are reported as being worth more than $5,000.

I should also like to call the attention of the Senator
from Louisiana to the fact that the average value of all
the farm buildings—that is, the barns and other buildings—
per farm unit is $4,823, and that under this bill the cost
of constructing buildings for the purposes of slum clearance
is considerably in excess of the average value of the city
dwellings, and very much in excess, four or five times as
much as the average value of the dwellings on the farms.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator know how the Bureau
of the Census obtains its information?

Mr. BYRD. I cannot give the Senator that information.

Mr. ELLENDER. I myself have furnished quite a bit of
information to the Bureau of the Census, and I suppose
the Senator also has furnished some. When the census
will be taken in 1940, let us say, the Senator from Virginia
will be asked, “What is your home worth?” The home may
have been built 50 years ago; the home may have been built
5 years ago; it may have been built 2 years ago. Whatever
amount the Senator from Virginia writes into the report
which he gives to the census taker will be used to average up
the cost to which the Sesnator is just referring.

I, myself, distinctly recall having filled out some of those
reports pertaining to my own home, and pertaining to a few
farmhouses on my own farm; and so far as the answers sub-
mitted by me were concerned, they were pure guesswork,
They did not represent the actual value of the house, how
much it actually cost when it was builf or its present value,



6752

but the amount was put in at $1,000, or $1,500, or $2,500. It
is figures of that kind to which the Senator is referring.

Mr. BYRD. In addition to the figures obtained by the
Census Bureau, which the Senator claims are not correct——

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not say they are not correct, but I
am just outlining to the Senator the basis for them, how they
are obtained. It is my opinion that the average figures cited
by the able Senator are founded on pure guesses.

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator is correct, then we had better
abolish the Bureau of the Census, and not have any more
censuses taken.

Mr. ELLENDER. It may be that a new method for ob-
taining such information should be employed.

Mr. BYRD. In addition to that, I call the attention of
the Senator to the fact that in 1934 the Department of Com-~
merce, through Secretary Daniel C. Roper, issued a bulletin
on housing conditions in the United States, showing that in
64 cities the value of 8 percent of the dwellings, including
the land and all the costs, was under $1,000; the value of 7
percent was under $1,500; the value of 9 percent was under
$2,000; the value of 18 percent was under $3,000. That means
that according to this statement of 1934, which was not a
part of the ecensus and evidently was prepared by the agents
of the Department of Commerce, 41 percent of the dwellings
in the cities cost less than $3,000, 30 percent of them cost
between $3,000 and $5,000, and about 30 percent cost in excess
of $5,000.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator know the source of
that information? May it not have been obtained from
the census reports and compiled by the Department of
Commerce?

Mr. BYRD. No census was taken in 1934,

Mr. ELLENDER. No; but the preceding census may have
been taken into consideration.

Mr. BYRD. I would not condemn the Department of
Commerce to the extent that the Senator does.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am not condemning the Department.
It should not be blamed if the home owner makes a bad
guess. In other words, as I recall the questions which are
asked in connection with the various census reports, they
are, “What is the building worth?” or “What did it cost?”
The age of the dwelling is not usually asked., The figure
does not include the land. It does not include facilities
around the building. All of that is segregated.

Mr. BYRD. The figures which I have given to the Sen-
ator include not only the land but the cost of the de-
velopment, the cost of the building, and I think are approxi-
mately correct.

The point I want to make clear is that under the opera-
tions of this act it is costing substantially more to provide
dwellings for those who heretofore have lived in the slums
than the average American has invested in his home in the
city, and four or five times as much as the average farmer
has invested in the home in which he lives.

Mr. ELLENDER. The testimony which was given to the
committee by various witnesses shows that the cost of the
United States Housing Authority dwellings is actually $1,000
less per dwelling unit than that of privately constructed
dwellings.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. ELLENDER. Gladly.

Mr. WAGNER. Is it not true that the only way to make
a reliable comparison between the respective costs of pri-
vate construction and public construction is to take the
costs in an area where a project is being constructed, and
figure the difference there between the cost of private con-
struction and the cost of public construction? That would
be a comparison which would be reliable, and would dis-
close the real facts.

Mr. ELLENDER. It would seem so, and if the Senator
has such information, I would appreciate his placing it in
the Recorp at this time.

Mr. WAGNER. I have here the flgures as to a project
located in Allentown, Pa. The net construction cost per dwell-
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ing unit of the United States Housing Authority project, based
on approved construction contracts, was $3,123. The aver-
age net construction cost during the 10 months of 1938 of
privately constructed dwellings in the same area was $5,737.
There is an intelligent comparison, because we are taking
what it costs in that area to build a dwelling privately con-
structed as compared with what it costs to erect a dwelling
by the Government. There is a difference of over $2,000 per
dwelling unit in that area.

Mr. BEYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield at that point?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question.

Mr. BYRD. I should like to call the attention of the
Senator from New York to the fact that in Manhattan in
1936 the cost per family apartment house was $4,300, in
Brooklyn $3,700, in the Bronx $2,540, in Richmond $3,125,
and in Queens $2,333, right in the Senator’s own city.

Mr. WAGNER. Are those figures from census reports?

Mr. BYRD. These figures are gotten out by the B. T.
E. A.—the Building Trade Employers’ Association.

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the source of their information?
Might not they have gotten that information from the
Census Bureau, the same as the other agencies did?

Mr. BYRD. They could not have gotten it from the
Census Bureau, because these figures relate to 1936, and
there was no census taken in that year.

Mr. ELLENDER. True there was no census taken, but
the figures of the last census are always available.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Loui-
siana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. For a question.

Mr. PEPPER. Is it not the objective of the law and the
program to build houses which will afford housing opportuni-
ties, of a decent character, at the lowest possible figure,
taking into consideration the minimum housing standards
which should be observed, and the longevity of the structure?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. PEPPER. And has not that been the principle upon
which the program has been carried on since it was started?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is my understanding.

Mr. PEPPER. Is it not a fact that it is the desire of the
Senator from Louisiana and the Senator from New York,
and should it not be the desire of the United States Govern-
ment, to improve the standards of housing in the United
States, many of the poor shanties in which entered into the
calculations and the averages that were given by the emi-
nent Senator from Virginia?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

As I was stating a few minutes ago, before I was inter-
rupted, I have before me a statement pertaining to the same
projects to which I referred yesterday, giving the number of
rooms and the number of units in each project, all of which
is in addition to the information I previously submitted to
the Senate.

Let us take the project in Daytona Beach, Fla. This
project has 659.5 rooms, and 167 units. The average cost
over all, was $2,865 per unit. The average dwelling facili-
ties cost per room was $620; per unit, $2,447. The average
net construction cost per unit was $1,890.

I shall not take the time of the Senate to read all of this
statement, but at the proper time I shall ask to have it
inserted in the RECORD.

I desire to state further that the average per unit cost of
the 48 projects which are named in this statement was
$4,731. Since the time this statement was drawn up, addi-
tional projects have been let, totaling 140, and the average
per unit cost of those 140, which includes the 48 referred to
in this statement, is $4,507; in other words, there is shown
a decrease of approximately $200 in the average cost per
unit. I now send the statement to which I have referred
to the desk and ask that it be incorporated as part of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hiir in the chair). Is
there objection?

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to
be printed in the REcorp, as follows:



Number of rooms and units and estimated costs for 48 U. S. Housing Authority aided projects for which main construction awards have
been approved
Average Average dwellin Average
Number of— net con- facilities cost ¥: over-all
Location Project No. struction cost of new
cost Perr housing
Rooms TUnits unit Per room | Per unit per unit
Florida:
Dnytona Beach Florida-7-1____.____ 659. 5 167 $1, 890 £520 $2, 447 $2, 885
ville._ . Florida~-1-1. ... 998.0 230 2, 667 793 3,443 4,272
Miami_____ -| Florida—5-1. oo 1,358, 5 245 2, 850 892 3, 500 4,230
8t. Petersburg Florida-2-1.... - 984.0 242 2,490 T 3,158 3,740
a mpa ——---| Florida-3-1________ 1, 537.0 350 2 364 671 2,048 3,732
Augusta Georgia-1-1....... 7015 167 2,548 774 8, 251 4,048
Do_ Georgia-1-2_____ = T30 168 2,688 778 8,413 4, 167
- di.f:m; b --| Georgia—4-2. 1,228.0 283 2,240 646 2,763 3,230
! .
Kokomo. Indiana-7-1..co.. 776.0 176 2,745 760 8,353 4,020
Vi Indiana-2-1.. ... 368, 5 83 2,300 640 2,882 3,519
KEentucky:
Louisville. Kentucky-1-1..... 3,3877.0 786 2, 920 824 3, 540 4,872
Do. -| Kentucky-1-2..___ 3,276.0 808 2,784 847 3,435 4,831
Louisiana:
New Orleans. Louisiana-1-1_____ 3,794.0 970 3,222 1,013 3, 061 5,163
g _| Louisiana-1-2.____ 2,846.5 723 2,032 929 8, 658 4,849
Meryland: Annapolis. Maryland-1-1_.__. 434.0 108 2,810 866 3, 481 4,135
Nebraska: Omaha Nebraska-1-1.____ 2,269.0 622 3,021 849 3, 689 4, 552
New Jersey:
Elizabeth New Jersoy-3-1.__ 1,713.0 423 2,897 887 3, 594 4, 781
I o s D o New Jersey-2-2._. 991. 5 236 2,999 857 3, 600 5,
5 Ngrtll:{ Bergen. New Jersey—-1... 718.5 172 3,129 924 3, 859 5,316
vew York:
Buffalo New York-2-1.__. 2,872.0 668 3,323 a7 4,202 5, 204
e New York-2-2____ 607.5 173 3,224 1,088 3,874 4, 670
Do.. New York-2-3..._ 2,038, 5 T2 3, 332 1,036 3,042 5,120
New York New York-5-1..__| 10,656.5 2,583 3, 1556 907 3,744 4, 64
R e e e e i e e e e e e B e New York-5-2..__| 12,067.5 3, 161 2,766 809 3,320 4,704
Syracuse_._. New York-1-1.___ 2,810.0 678 2, 560 871 3,611 5,326
Ttica New York—6-1.... 925, 5 213 2,676 850 3,692 4, 535
ok Yonkers. New York-3-1____ 2,268.0 552 3, 163 41 3, 850 5, 235
io:
Clev d Ohlo-8-1 eeeeea s 2,479.5 552 3,441 978 4 167 5, 467
Columbus. Ohio-1-1 1,768.0 424 2,712 701 3, 284 4,254
Dayt Ohio-5-2 842.0 200 2,017 864 3,638 4,708
Toledo_____ Ohio-6-1 1,602.0 354 2,906 882 3, 680 5, 050
I‘ Yo?ngstown Ohio-2-1 2,466.0 618 2,020 884 8,529 4,863
ennsylvania:
Allentown Pennsylvania—4-1_ 1,511.0 322 3, 180 823 3,863 4,955
Philadelphia_____..__... Pennsylvania-2-1_ 2,084.0 535 3, 587 1,141 4,339 5 928
Bouth Carol&s: Charleston.. . Soluth Carolina-1- 626.0 140 2,030 800 3,570 4,072
Chattanooga. Ten 4-1 1,000.5 497 2,011 886 3, 564 4,420
Knoxville T 3-2 1,375.0 320 2,844 830 8, 564 4, 487
-« Memphis. Tennessee-1-1_____] 1,987.0 478 2,878 847 3, 520 4, 503
exas:
Austin Texas-1-1_________ 815.0 84 2,513 855 3,132 3,873
Do. Texas-1-2. i 196. 0 60 2, 087 803 2,622 3,673
b Texas-1-3. el 142.0 40 2,145 772 2,702 3,697
Corpus Christi_..____ Texas-8-1... £ 569.0 134 2,303 662 2,813 3,615
Fort Worth.___ .. -| Texas—4-1___ — 1,028.0 252 2,537 773 3,152 4,206
Do.. Texas—4-2. ... 1,026.0 250 2,390 710 2,013 3, 803
‘West Virginia:
Charleston__ West Virginia-1-2_ 716.0 170 3,005 896 3,775 5,128
Huntington. . West Virginia—4-1. 335 0 80 2, 967 874 3, 660 4, 760
Do_. West Virginia—4-2_ 561.0 136 2,708 839 3,461 4, 511
Do. West Virginia—4-3_ 1,223.0 284 2,540 848 8, 650 537
Total rooms and dwelling units and average costs for 48 U. 8. Housi 80,602 0 21,758 2,044 871 3, 587 4,731
Authority aided projects.

Source: Department of the Interior, U. 8. Housing Authority; Research and Statistics Division, Statistics Section.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, let me refer briefly to
the changes which are proposed in the pending bill. I may
say that all of the amendments except as to those which
propose an additional sum of $800,000,000, to be issued in
the form of bonds, and the necessary authorization to sub-
sidize the projects after they are built, do not change in any
wise the policy of the bill. They are minor amendments, sug-
gested by United States Housing Authority officials to make
the bill more workable.

The bill provides for the authorizing of additional projects,
the United States Housing Authority to loan $800,000,000 to
that end, and the issuance of additional bonds by the United
States Housing Authority in that amount. The bill also
provides an authorization for the appropriation of an addi-
tional $45,000,000 annually. The $45,000,000 is to be used
by the United States Housing Authority in entering into
contracts for Federal subsidies with local authorities, not
only under the $800,000,000 provided for in the pending hill,
but also under the $150,000,000, appropriated in the act of
1937, which remains unexpended. It also provides for funds
to take care of subsidies, if and when a sale is completed
by the authority, of those housing projects which were built

under the Public Works Administration, and which the
United States Housing Authority has been authorized, under
the law, to dispose of. I may say that under the present law
the United States Housing Authority is authorized to sell
these Public Works Authority projects to the local authori-
ties, and the amount to be obtained for those projects is the
actual amount the Government has spent for them, and
aggregates $123,000,000.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question.

Mr. KING. Some figures were exhibited to me a few
days ago showing that the P. W. A, and Mr. Tugwell had
spent approximately $200,000,000 for these projects, and
that they had charged off 45 or 50 percent, if not the entire
amount. I was wondering how much of that entire amount,
whether it was the amount the Senator just stated or $200,-
000,000, had been charged off as a loss to the Government.

Mr. ELLENDER. Let us not confuse the P. W. A. hous-
ing projects with the projects which were built under the
old Resettlement Administration, which is now administered
by the Farm Security Administration. I have no reference
to that. I do not know the situation as to the Resettlement
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projects. The TUnited States Housing Authority has not
been authorized to manage or have anything to do with
them. They are under a different department.

I do admit that in the case of many of those projects
the money expended was far in excess of what should have
been spent; in other words, I believe that it was folly for
Mr. Tugwell to spend as much as six or seven thousand
dollars to build a home on a 40-acre tract, when the rev-
enues from the farm would hardly pay the upkeep of the
home, much less the interest and the principal of the in-
vestment. But let us not confuse Mr. Tugwell’'s projects
with the P. W. A. housing projects.

The P. W. A. projects were built by the Government. The
entire sum was put up by the Government. When the
rental rates were fixed, they were based on 55 percent of
the cost of the projects, and those dwellings are now all
occupied; they are paying out.

Under the law as it now is, the U. S. H. A. has authority
to sell these P. W. A. projects to local communities under
virtually the same terms and conditions as would exist
should new projects be built. That is the reason why in this
bill we have provided authorization for the U. 8. H. A. to
enter into contracts, and, of course, provide the necessary
money in order to subsidize those buildings to the same
extent as new projects. The annual Federal contribution for
these P. W. A. projects will amount to $4,305,000, and the
total amount required annually to subsidize all the projects
authorized under the pending bill, should it pass, including
the $150,000,000 remaining under the 1937 act, will be
$44,975,000, or in round figures $45,000,000.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La ForrLerTE in the
Chair). Does the Senator from Louisiana yield to the Sena-
tor from Utah?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. KING. In the investigations which were made by the
committee, of which the Senator from Louisiana is an
honored member, was there any testimony before it showing
the amount of money expended for building for occupation by
the poor and the needy, under Mr. Tugwell’s administration
and under the P. W. A.?

Mr, ELLENDER. No, Mr. President; there was no such
testimony.

Mr. KING. Was there any testimony showing the value
of the properties which they acquired, the houses they con-
structed, and the losses which the Government will sustain
by reason of—I was about to say their mad adventures, but
I will not—their foolish adventures in many respects?

Mr. ELLENDER. There was not. There was no testi-
mony as to cost of resettlement projects nor was there, as
I recall, any testimony with reference to cost of P. W. A.
housing projects but the U. S. H. A. has jurisdiction over
the P. W. A. projects, and it was authorized under the act
of 1937 to make sales to the local authorities, or leases when
it did not have funds sufficient to enter into subsidy con-
tracts; to perfect or transfer title from itself to the local
authorities.

Mr. KING. Will the corporation represented in this bill
have charged to it in its bookkeeping accounts the alleged
value of the property which is turned over to them from the
P. W. A?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, sir. It is valued at $123,000,000.
That is the amount which the Government has spent on
those projects, and the plan is, as I understand, to resell
them to local authorities for the same amount or virtually
the same amount as was actually paid out by the Govern-
ment itself.

Mr. KEING. I assume that in the P. W. A. projects, a
part of the cost of the projects was paid by private capital,
or was it all paid by the Government?

Mr., ELLENDER. All paid by the Government.

Mr. KING. So that if we should not salvage something
from the sale of the properties, the entire amount would be
a loss?

Mr., ELLENDER. Of course, if an earthquake should
swallow them it would be an entire loss, but the buildings
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are there, they are being occupied, they are being rented,
and the rents are being collected. They are paying out.
I desire to say to the Senator from Utah that the projects
which were built under the P. W. A. take care of a rather
different class from these slum dwellers. A little higher rent
is being paid. They provide for a class of citizens who
receive $2,000 per year and up.

The third amendment in the bill provides a new definiticn
for “going Federal rate of interest.” In providing for the
“going Federal rate of interest,” as defined in the law as
presently written, Congress had in mind the rate of interest
that was to be paid on any bond issue of the United States
Government issued for a period of 10 or more years. This
definition changes under the bill now under discussion,
so that the rate of interest paid on the Housing Act bonds
issued for 10 to 14 years, or on any other Government bonds
issued for 10 to 14 years, shall be the yardstick used in deter-
mining the “going Federal rate of interest.” In other words,
the minimum interest rate on the U. S. H. A. bonds should
have a direct relation to the interest rate borne by any
U. S. H. A. bonds, rather than other Government bonds.

Mr., KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. KING. Suppose the going rate of interest upon Gov=
ernment bonds today is, say, 2 percent, and by reason of
conditions which we may foresee, depending on whether we
are pessimists or optimists, extreme new dealers, or rational
common-sense legislators——

Mr. ELLENDER. Or middle-of-the-road statesmen.

Mr. KING. Or middle-of-the-way legislators. Then sup-
pose that the condition of the country was such as to de-
preciate the value of bonds, and in order to borrow the
money—and we have borrowed nearly $40,000,000,000—it
should cost us 5 or 6, or 4 percent, say, in 5 or 10 years
from now, do I understand that we are committed now
for 60 years to an interest rate which is today, say, 135 per-
cent, or 114 percent?

Mr. ELLENDER. No.

Mr. KING. Or may there be a change according to the
sliding scale of advance or depression of interest rates?

Mr. ELLENDER. When the contract is entered into and
bonds are issued by a local authority the rate of interest is
then determined in accordance with the law; that is, the
“going Federal rate of interest” is taken into consideration,
which is at present the rate of interest paid on Government
bonds with a maturity of 10 years. If that be 212 per-
cent, which it has been right along, the authority enters
into a contract with the local authority and bonds are issued
providing for a 3-percent interest rate. That is, 21 percent
plus % percent, as the statute now provides. When the
U. S. H. A. borrows money it does so on the same basis,
and at the same rate of interest that the Treasury does,
which is at present 134 percent. Of course should the worst
come to the worst and that rate of interest increase, as sug-
gested by the Senator from Utah, it is possible that the rate
of interest paid by the U. S. H. A. may equal that which is
paid to the U. S. H. A. from the bonds of the local author-
ity, and may exceed it, in which case, of course, there would
be a loss.

But if the rates of interest are greater that will probably
mean more business which will offset the loss. The people
who are occupying these projects will then be better off.
They will be able to pay more rents. The Authority retains
the right to amend the contracts every 5 years if it so
desires.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Senafor yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Senator from Ohio,

Mr, TAFT. I do not understand, however, that bonds
issued by the local housing authority to private individuals,
bearing, say, 3-percent interest for 60 years, can be revised
by anybody.

Mr. ELLENDER. No; they could be, Senator. The bonds
that are purchased by the U. S. H. A. from the local
authority in exchange for the money it lends are retained
by the U. S. H. A. and the U. S. H. A. issues its own bonds,
and those bonds are usually short-term bonds of 2 to 5 years,
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and the rate of interest on those short maturities is really
small in comparison to what it would be on long-term
obligations.

Mr. TAFT. Referring to the 60-year bonds issued by the
local authorities to the U. S. H. A. can the U. 8. H. A,
raise the rate of interest on those bonds?

Mr. ELLENDER. No.

Mr. TAFT. So if the United States Government had to
pay 4 percent there would be a loss rather than a profit?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. I thought I had
made that plain in answer to the question asked by the
Senator from Utah. The Senator is correct. But as I just
explained, in order to offset that, the Authority has the
right, under the act and retains that right under the sub-
sidy contract, to subsequently revise the contracts, and the
loss can be minimized by raising the rent.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr, KING. Then if I understand, if the rate of interest
which the Government had to pay, say, in 4 or 5 years
frcm now, was 3 percent, then the Housing Authority on
the credit which it cbtains would have to pay that rate of
interest?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. KING. So that it may eventuate, as just indicated
by the Senator from Ohio, in a loss to the Housing

Authority?

Mr. ELLENDER. If the worst comes to the worst, that
will happen.

Mr. KING. Which the Government of the United States
would lose?

Mr. ELLENDER. If the worst comes to our country, that
could happen. I think it is a general rule that when inter-
est rates are high and money is in demand more business
is carried on and the people are more prosperous. If the
cycle should work that way, necessarily the slum dwellers
would be better off. There would be more and better em-
ployment for them, and they would be able to pay greater
rent.

Mr. KING. In other words, the Government holds the
bag.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not know that it holds the bag.
Of course it guarantees the bonds. There is no doubt about
that. However, the bonds are secured, as it were, by the
projects and the revenues derived from them. The projects
are really self-liquidating. Of course, if the worst is to
happen, as the Senator has just indicated, I can see the
possibility of a loss. We might have an earthquake in
the city of New York which might swallow up Manhattan
Island. In that event, of course, there would be a total loss.
However, if things go on as they normally do, I do not
believe we can expect any losses of any kind. The projects
are self-liquidating. And as I have pointed out, as projects
are being built and as new contracts are being entered into
the cost per unit is decreasing.

Another clarifying amendment in the bill is with refer-
ence to the definition of the word “project.”” The term
“project” is used throughout the act, but no definition of
it appears. The definition of “project” as set forth in this
bill includes any number of projects which may be under-
taken by the same local authority, so that one authority
can supervise several projects built in the same locality.

As I pointed out awhile ago, another amendment deals
with declaring the bonds of these public-housing agencies to
be of the same class as other Government bonds, so that
national banks may buy them for investment purposes. The
amendment is for the purpose of encouraging the flow of
private capital into the low-rent housing field. In other
words, it is hoped that by adopting this amendment the local
housing authority, instead of raising only 10 percent of the
development cost from private sources and calling upon the
U. 8. H. A. for the remaining 90 percent, will be able to
raise, say, 20 percent or 30 percent or 50 percent from pri-
vate capital, thus reducing the amount to be borrowed from
the U. S. H. A. to 80 percent or 70 percent or 50 percent, as
the case may be.
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Another amendment proposed in the bill would permit ex-
penses of projects owned by the U. S. H. A. to continue to
be paid out of rents collected from those projects, rather
than charge them against the administrative expenses of
the Authority in Washington. It is desirable that this policy
be incorporated into permanent legislation. This was dem-
onstrated by the points of order recently raised in the House
against these provisions in the Interior Department appro-
priations bill. The costs covered by this amendment are
directly chargeable to the housing agencies and should be
treated as nonadministrative expenses.

The other remaining amendment is to remove an am-
biguity in the wording of section 9 of the act, regarding
computation of the period of repayment of the loans made
by the Authority. There is some question as to how this
should be figured under the present wording of the act,
and the amendment simply makes it plain that the pericd
for loan repayment begins with the date of execution of
the bonds, rather than with the date of the United States
Housing Authority contract to make the loan.

Mr. President, that about concludes my remarks with ref-
erence to the bhill. If there are any further questions I
shall gladly answer them. If there are no further ques-
tions, I suggest the absence of a quorum. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Davis Johnson, Colo.  Radeliffe
Andrews Donahey Eing Reed
Ashurst Downey La Follette Reynolds
Austin Ellender Lee Russell
Balley Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach
Bankhead George Logan Sheppard
Barbour Gerry Lucas Slattery
Barkley Glbson Lundeen Smathers
Bllbo Gillette McCarran Smith

Bone Green McEellar Stewart
Borah Guffey McNary Taft

Brown Gurney Maloney Thomas, Utah
Bulow Hale Mead Tobey
Burke Harrison Minton Townsend
Byrd Hatch Murray Vandenberg
Byrnes Hayden Neely Van Nuys
Capper Herring Norris Wagner
Caraway Hill Nye Walsh
Chavez Holman O'Mahoney Wheeler
Clark, Idaho Holt Overton White
Clark, Mo. Hughes Pepper Wiley
Connally Johnson, Calif. Pittman

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-seven Senators have
answered to their names. A guorum is present.

IMPORTATION OF INFESTED EULBS

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, at the conclusion
of my remarks, I intend to send to the desk, to lie on the
table, a Senate resoiution which I present on behalf of the
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] and myself. The
question involved in this particular resolution is not of gen-
eral importance so far as the citizens of the other sections
of the country are concerned, but it is of extreme importance
so far as a large number of the citizens of the States of Wash-
ington and Oregon are concerned, and invclves, in addition
to that, in my opinion, a question of the integrity of this
bedy and the relationship which should be observed by gov-
ernmental departments toward the Senate of the United
States.

If I may go back into the history of the situation involved,
which concerns the Plant and Quarantine Act which is under
the administration of the Department of Agriculture, in
1923, because of the fact that it was found that bulbs shipped
into this country from various foreign countries, particularly
Holland, were infested to such an extent as to become a men-
ace to the bulb industry in the United States, the Bureau of
Plant Industry issued an order, which became effective in
1926, which prohibited the importation into this country of
narcissus and iris bulbs, for the reason that it had been found
that they had been infested with the nematode eel worm. At
various times between 1926 and 1935 the representatives of
the Agricultural Department, in statements made in their
reports, and in statements made at various meetings through-
out the country, reasserted their position, and asserted, in
fact, that their investigation still showed that the bulbs
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which might come in from foreign countries were still so in-
fested that the quarantine must, of necessity, be continued
for the protection of our cwn plants. '

In 1935, without any particular warning to those engaged
in the business in this country and without any specific hear-
ing upon the question, the Bureau of Plant Quarantine issued
an order on January 14, 1935, in which they said—and I quote:

In point of fact, the evidence at hand clearly indicates that the
establishment of these pests (bulb eelworm and greater bulb fly) in
this country is now so widespread and so impossible of eradication
by any reasonable means that such reinfestation as may take place
with unlimited importations under permit and inspection at port of
entry of certified bulbs will have no bearing on their control. In
other words, the opportunity of eradication of these pests has passed.

The position taken by the Department at that time was that
our own fields were so infested with the eelworm and with
bulb flies that it was unnecessary longer to protect them; that
no matter how many infested foreign bulbs might come into
this country they still could have no possible effect upon our
situation because our condition was as bad as it possibly could
be. The second position was that the Department would be
able to protect against the importation of foreign bulbs by
inspection at the port of entry.

As a result of that action by the Department of Agriculture,
on May 13, 1935, in the Seventy-fourth Congress I introduced
a bill known as S. 2983, to amend the Plant Quarantine Act of
August 20, 1912. This particular bill required the continuation
of the quarantine against narcissus and iris bulbs. I now ask
unanimous consent that the bill referred to may be printed in
the ReEcorp at this point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill was ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

[S. 2983, T4th Cong., 1st sess.]
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
May 13 (calendar day, June 4), 1935.
Mr. ScHWELLENBACH introduced the following bill; which was read
twice and referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry:
A bill to amend the Plant Quarantine Act of August 20, 1912

Be it enacted, etc., That the Plant Quarantine Act of August 20,
1912 (37 Stat. 317, ch. 308, sec. T), be amended by inserting after
the words “shall become and be effective on August 20, 1912, the
following: “Provided further, That hereafter the importation of
narcissus and irls bulbs is prohibited, except that new and rare
varieties not available In the United States may be imported under
special permit for propagation purposes only in quantities not ex-
ceeding 200 bulbs each of narcissus and iris by any permittee in
any one year. All such Imported bulbs shall be given the latest
approved hot-water treatment and shall be subject to such other
regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture.”

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, that bill was re-
ported favorably by the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry and was before the Senate on the calendar for a con-
siderable length of time, when, feeling that the committee
had not made a sufficient investigation of the subject, I asked
that the bill be recommitted to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry and a subcommittee be appointed to hold hear-
ings opon the subject matter of the bill. The bill was re-
committed, and the chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry appointed a subcommittee, consisting of the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] and the late beloved
Senator from Iowa, Louis Murphy, who was killed a few
months after the hearing was held. That committee held a
hearing on the 17th of March 1936. Remember there were
two questions involved, two statements made by the Depart-
ment, two contentions made, justifying their discontinuance
of this quarantine so far as these bulbs were concerned;
first, that our own fields were so infested that they could not
be helped by protection; and, second, that it would be possible
to examine these bulbs at the port of entry and prevent the
importation of infested bulbs.

Notification was given to the Department of Agriculture
and a number of their representatives were present at the
hearing. The man who was the head and is now the head
of the Bureau, Dr. Strong, was present at the hearing as
the official representative of the Department of Agriculture.
There was presented to that committee—and I have here a
copy of the hearings—uncontroverted evidence upon each of
the two points. There was presented uncontroverted evi-
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dence to the effect that the statement made by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture as to the infestation of our own fields
was absolutely incorrect; that it had no basis in fact; that, as
a result of the efforts of our own growers in this country, the
fields of American producers of bulbs had been practically
cleared of all infestation. That was presented by a number
of witnesses from different parts of the country, and the
Department made no effort to answer the testimony of those
witnesses.

On the second point as to the possibility of inspection at
the port of entry, I called upon the department to send to
the committee the expert upon that particular subject. As
a matter of fact, as the record shows, I did not even know
the name of the man whom they were going to send. They
sent a Dr. Steiner, who testified that he had spent his life
studying the subject of the nematode known as the eel-
worm. He was a pure scientist. Without talking to him, I
relied upon his opinion, knowing that if he was a scientist
he would present to the committee the facts in the matter
and would not be biased or prejudiced. Acting even without
any preliminary introduction to Dr. Steiner, I called him to
the stand before the subcommittee. He testified that with-
out question it was absolutely impossible for him or for
anyone else in the world to make an examination of bulbs to
determine the presence or absence of eelworms without ex-
amining every bulb which might come into the port of entry
and without actually cutting it open and making an exam-
ination by microscope and destroying each bulb.

That was the testimony presented by the department’s
own expert. I have found out since that Dr. Steiner is rec-
ognized throughout the scientific world as being one of the
three or four leading authorities upon the question of the
nematode eelworm. He has spent his life in that study. Dr.
Steiner was born in Switzerland; he is a typical scientist. I
tried to examine him about the flies. He said, “I do not
know anything about the flies; I have spent my life study-
ing the eelworms; that has been my life work; I am qualified
to discuss that question, but I am not qualified to discuss any
other question.”

A short time ago when the Senator from Oregon and I
were at the Department of Agriculture, Mr. Strong, the head
of this Bureau, stated that they recognized that Dr. Steiner
was probably the leading authority in the world upon that
particular question, and, without any doubt, he established
that it is impossible to inspect these bulbs at the port of
entry. Before we concluded the hearing that morning we
called upon Lee A. Strong, the head of the Bureau, to
present a defense on the part of the Department of Agricul-
ture. He testified for a few minutes, and then asked that he
might go down to the Department, saying that he did not
want to enter into any agreement without discussing the
question with the Secretary.

We recessed the meeting that day until 4:30 o’clock in
the aftermoon, at which time the committee reconvened,
and Mr. Strong was there representing the Department.
The net result of Mr. Strong’s testimony in the afternoon
was a recognition on his part that the Department could
not make an inspection at the port of entry, and that in
order to secure an agreement upon the part of the subcom-
mittee that the bill continuing the quarantine would not be
pushed further before the Senate they were willing to agree
to install and insist upon a system whereby these bulbs
might be sterilized before they were permitted to come into
the country.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in the Rzcorp, without
reading, the portion of the testimony before the subcom-
mittee which I have marked on page 55 of the hearing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Mr, StroNe. The question was whether I would be willing to
uridertake to require the sterilization of all narcissus bulbs that
were offered for entry, based on the understanding that it Is not
possible to guarantee freedom from infestation by nematode by
ordinary visual inspection, such as would be made at the port.

I find that Becretary Wallace is out of town, but I have talked
to the people in his office and also to my own people, and I am
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willing to require the sterilization of these bulbs that are being
offered for entry. That would have to be done at such places as
sterilization facilities could be made available, and where we would
have inspection available for supervision: It would have to be
done also at the expense and at the risk of the person who is
importing the bulbs; that is, we could not be responsible for any
deterioration of the bulb during the process of sterilization or
following the process of sterilization. There is certain care that
has to be given to these bulbs once they are sterilized, such as
drying and so on, and that would have to be at the expense and
at the full risk of the person importing the bulb. It would have
to be done by the latest improved methods, and it may develop
that the vapor or heat treatment is even more efficient than the
hot-water treatment.

Benator ScHEWELLENBACH. It is your present idea that the treat-
ment that Dr. Steiner described is the best method?

Mr. Strowc. Yes; we would adopt the treatment that is recom-
mended by the Department.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President——

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield to the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. I have listened to the remarks of the able
Senator, It is cbvious that he is not satisfied with the
methods pursued in inspecting these bulbs. Am I correct?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I am taking the position, as es-
tablished by the hearing, that it is not possible to inspect the
bulbs; that the only way in which they can be satisfactorily
handled is by a process of sterilization, which was put into
effect in 1936.

Mr. ASHURST. Before the bulbs are put into transit?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes.

Mr. ASHURST. For more than a century we inspected
immigrants after they reached our shores. Twenty years
ago we found, however, that that was not effective; and we
had our varicus consular officers abroad begin to look into
the character of prospective immigrants through the visa
system before they started for this country, which seems to
me to be logical.

I desire to state that the Senator is doing a good work. We
have a duty in Congress which we may not remit to others.
The closest scrutiny should be applied not only to bulbs en-
tering the United States bringing harmful insects, but there
should also be a close scrutiny of animals brought into the
United States. For example, for more than 15 years we have
engaged in a contest to keep ocut beef and cattle from the
Argentine, because they are largely afflicted with the hoof-
and-mouth disease. When the hoof-and-mouth disease be-
gins to ravage our cafttle, the losses are tremendous; and,
with all the high-sounding praises of Argentine canned
beef, I have pretty good authority for the statement that
they can beef afflicted with foot-and-mouth disease.

The most rigid inspection of all bulbs, animals, plants,
and all other things entering the United States should be
conducted; and to immigrants seeking entry into the
United States the same rule should be applied. I can well
appreciate the Senator’s solicitude, because I have said here
before, and I say again, that there are 4,000,000 different
kinds of insects in the world. They are all contestants for
mankind’s food supply. Scientific men tell us that it is a
50-50 question whether mankind or the insects shall ulti-
mately inherit the food supplies of the earth.

If we are to survive, not only should we build up our
armies and our navies, but the almost invisible insects
which take mankind's food supply should be kept out of
our country.

I congratulate the able Senator on demanding rigid in-
spection not only of bulbs but of cattle and of immigrants
entering the United States.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Arizona for his remarks. I think to a slight
extent he has mistaken the position which we must neces-
sarily take upon this question. The record shows that it is
impossible, even by the most rigid inspection, without de-
stroying each one of the bulbs, to find out whether or not
they are infested by this particular bug. What the Depart-
ment now wants to do is to permit someone in Holland to do
the inspecting, and put on the outside a certificate that the
bulbs are all right, and then let them come into this country.
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Mr. ASHURST. Then, that means that all of the bulbs
may be sent here that anybody in Holland wishes to send.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I think there is no question;
past history has shown that in Holland, when they wanted
to send bulbs to this country before the Quarantine Act
went into effect, they just handed out to the bulb producer
a sufficlent number of certificates, and he himself pasted
them on the boxes; and the record during the past 2 years,
when iris bulbs were permitted to come in without steriliza-
tion, shows that they have come in with the largest percent-
age of infestation ever known in this country. The infesta-
tion cannot be discerned by even the most rigid inspection;
and all the testimony submitted by the Department of Agri-
culture bears out that statement.

At any rate, starting in 1936, the Department required the
sterilization of all the bulbs which came into this country.
Mr, ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH, I yield.

Mr. ASHURST. Where was this sterilization performed?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. It would be, performed at the
port of entry here.
bml\gz;. ASHURST. Instead of at the point of origin of the

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes. We could not depend upon
sterilization at the point of origin any more than we could
depend upon inspection at the point of origin.

Last spring, at the request of the representative of the Gov-
ernment of Holland, our Dzpartment of Agriculture sent to
Holland a committee consisting, as I understand, of three
men, who went there to study whether or not the fields in
Holland were actually infested. They were met by the au-
thorities in Holland and taken to certain fields which had
been selected by the authorities in Holland; and the com-
mittee found, upon inspecting these particular fields, that
there was no infestation of them. Before they left, however,
the two remaining members of the subcommittee, the Senator
from Oregon [Mr, McNary] and myself, sent to the Secretary
of Agriculture a letter pointing out the fact that Congress
was adjourning, that we were vitally interested in this sub-
ject as representatives of the States of Oregon and Washing-
ton, and that we had a responsibility in this connection
because of the fact that we had been members of the sub-
committee. On June 13, 1938, we sent to the Secretary of
Agriculture a letter requesting that he take no action in refer-
ence to this subject until we returned to Washingion in
January of this year.

I will read the last paragraph of the letter. It says:

In view of the fact that we are leaving for our respective States
within a few days and will not be in Washington, D. C., until
January, we earnestly urge that if action is contemplated it be
delayed until the next session of the Congress.

I ask unanimous consent to have the entire letter inserted
in the Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
ordered.

The letter is as follows:

Without objection, it is so

JunE 13, 1938.
Hon. HENRY A. WALLACE,
Secretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.

DEArR Mr. SECRETARY: As you may remember, in March 1936 the
urdersigned, with the late Senator Murphy, of Iowa, were appointed
as a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry to consider S. 2983, entitled “A bill to amend the Piant
Quarantine Act of August 20, 1912.”

On March 17, 1936, a hearing was held by our subcommittee at
which testimony from a number of witnesses was received. A copy
of that hearing was submitted to you on December 5, 1936. The re-
sults of that hearing were so conclusive as to the necessity of
proper action to prevent the importation of infested narcissus bulbs
that Dr. Lee A. Strong of your Department agreed to institute the
present procedure for requiring sterilization.

We are now informed that a committee from your Department,
headed by Dr. Strong, recently visited Holland for the purpose of
studying conditions there. We are not informed as to their findings
or as to the nature of the report the committee will make. Nor
do we know when such report will be made. However, in the light
of the overwhelming testimony presented at the hearing in March
1936, we must respectfully insist that no action be taken which
would alter the requirements agreed upon by Dr. Strong at the
conclusion of that hearing without giving us and the narecissus-bulb
industry in the country full opportunity to be heard.
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In view of the fact that we are leaving for our respective States
within a few days and will not be in Washington, D. C., until
January, we earnestly that if action s contemplated it be
delayed until the next session of the Congress.

v truly yours,
= e CHARLES L. McNARY.
L. B. SCHWELLENBACH.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. A short time after that, each of
us received from the Department of Agriculture a letter dated
July 5, signed by Harry L. Brown, Acting Secretary of the
Department of Agriculture, the last paragraph of which reads
as follows:

In view of your interest in this matter you may be assured that
steps will be taken to insure your being notified as prompitly as
possible if the report of the committee indicates that there should
be any modification of the present status regarding the importation
of narcissus bulbs.

I ask unanimous consent that the entire letter be inserted
in the Recorp at this point.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.
The letter is as follows:
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,

Washington, July 5, 1938.
Hon. Lewis B. SCHWELLENBACH,
United States Senate.

Dear SEnaTOR: Receipt is acknowledged of the letter dated June
13, jointly signed by yourself and Senator McNary, calling atten-
tion to the hearing held in 1936 by a subcommittee of which you
were a member on the Senate Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry to consider a bill to amend the Plant Quarantine Act of
August 20, 1912. You also indicate that a committee from this
Department headed by Dr. Lee A. Strong, Chief of the Bureau of
Entomology and Plant Quarantine, recently visited Holland for
the purpose of studying conditions there and you request that
no action be taken which would alter the requirements agreed
upon by Doctor Strong at the conclusion of the hearing previ-
ously referred to without glving you and the narclssus bulb indus-

in this country full opportunity to be heard. It is also noted
that you desire any contemplated action be delayed until the next
sesslon of Congress.

Under the provisions of article 10 of the trade agreement with
the Netherlands Government the Minister of that country re-
quested the appointment of a committee of technical experts rep-
resenting the two Governments to consider the restrictions now
governing the entry of narcissus bulbs from that country. Fol-
lowing this request Doctor Strong and two other members of this
Department were selected to confer with Government officials of
the Netherlands. The American members of this joint committee
have returned to this country but a report of their observations
has not as yet been made. When it is submitted it will be care-
fully considered. If the report should present a situation requir-
ing a decision and if that declsion should involve questions which
merit or require public consideration such as might be had at a
public hearing, adequate notice would be given in order that any
who cared to might attend. Until the facts which may be de-
veloped by this report are available it is believed you will realize
the Department could scarcely commit itself with respect to the
appropriate time for holding such a hearing if one appears to be
necessary.

In view of your interest in this matter you may be assured that
steps will be taken to insure your being notified as promptly as
possible if the report of the committee indlcates that there should
be any modification of the present status regarding the importa-
tion of narcissus bulbs.

Sincerely,
HaArrY L. BROWN,
Acting Secretary.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I do not believe anybody could
have read those two letters and have construed them any dif-
ferently than did the Senator from Oregon and I. Clearly we
had requested, in view of our interest and our responsibility,
that the Department give us ample opportunity to be heard
before a change was made in the situation. That correspond-
ence, taking into consideration the agreement which was
made by the Department of Agriculture and the Senate on
the 17th of March, 1936, in our opinion certainly placed upon
the Department some responsibility for fair dealing toward
the Senate and its Members in giving us an opportunity to
present our side of the case before action was taken.

Having received the letter assuring us of that situation,
we went home. We did nothing further about the matter.
‘We had already given up, back in 1936, so far as that particu~
lar bill was concerned, the possibility of passing the proposed
legislation.

I do not contend that the agreement of March 17, 1936, was
a perpetual agreement, or that the Department of Agriculture
was in perpetuity bound to keep that particular agreement in
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effect; but in view of the fact that the agreement was made
with the Senate, and in view of the fact that the Acting Sec-
retary of Agriculture specifically agreed that no action would
be taken until we were given an opportunity to be heard,
certainly there was a responsibility upon the Department not
to take action until we had a chance to present our side of
the case.

A few days after November 10, 1938, I received in Spokane
a letter from Mr. Strong, the Chief of the Bureau of Plant
Quarantine, in which he enclosed an order. I am not going
to read them. I ask unanimous consent that both of them
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The letter and order are as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
BUREAU OF ENTOMOLOGY AND PLANT QUARANTINE,
Washington, D, C., November 10, 1938,
Air Mail.

Hon. LEwis B. SCHWELLENBACH,
United States Senator,
Post-Office Box 16, Spokane, Wash.

DeAr SEnATOR: Herewith is an announcement of the revocation
of the treatment requirement on noninfested Holland narcissus
bulbs. It will be noted that this becomes effective on and after
August 15, 1939,

Very truly yours,
LEE A. STRONG,
Chief of Bureau.
[Enclosure]
B.E. P. Q@ —482.
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
BureEAU oF ENTOMOLOGY AND PLANT QUARANTINE,
Washington, D. C., November 10, 1938.
TREATMENT REQUIREMENT OF NONINFESTED HOLLAND NARCISSUS BULBS
AS A CONDITION OF ENTRY, REVOKED

On January 14, 1935, as authorized in regulation 3, as revised on
said date, of the rules and regulations supplemental to notice of
gquarantine No. 37, the announcement was made that on and after
December 15, 1936, narcissus bulbs would be authorized entry under
permit in unlimited numbers for any purpose, subject to inspection
and certification in the country of origin and reinspection at the
port of entry in the United States with the understanding that
any shipments found to be infested would be rejected. At the same
time, revocation of the domestic narcissus bulb quarantine No. 62
was announced, effective April 1, 1935.

On August 1, 1936, in accordance with the authority contained
in regulation 9 of said notice of quarantine No. 87, it was further
announced that, as a condition of entry, the treatment of narcissus
bulbs would be required, since external examination of these bulbs
could not be relied upon to determine their freedom from infesta-
tion by the bulb nematode, Ditylenchus dipsaci. Those in interest
were informed in a circular issued September 16, 1936, of the
“latest approved treatment” to be employed with respect to all
entries of narcissus bulbs.

Since it was a matter of record that imported and domestic bulbs
other than narcissus were known hosts of the bulb nematode, a
conference was held in Washington on December 15, 1936, to con-
sider the desirability of treating all known hosts of the bulb nema-
tode enterable under the nursery stock, plant, and seed quarantine
No. 87. The following day, December 16, 1936, a hearing was held
to consider the advisability of establishing a domestic plant quar-
antine for the purpose of requiring the ireatment of narcissus bulbs
and other known hosts of the bulb nematode as a prerequisite to
interstate shipment. On February 15, 1937, it was announced that
the evidence presented at the conference in question indicated that
the bulb nematode risk which accompanies the importation of most
ornamental bulbs which have been inspected in the country of
origin, supplementéed by inspection at the port of entry in the
United States, does not justify the requirement that all known
hosts of this nematode be treated as a condition of entry. No
change in the requirements as to importation of narcissus bulbs
was announced at that time. While no public announcement has
been mrade with reference to the conclusion reached as the result
of the hearing on December 16, 1836, no Federal domestic quaran-
tine has been promulgated requiring the treatment of narcissus
bulbs and other known hosts of the bulb nematode as a condition
of interstate shipment.

At the request of the Netherlands Government a committee of
technical experts representing the Governments of the Netherlands
and of this country was appointed for the purpose of considering on
the ground In Holland the necessity of requiring the hot-water
treatment of Holland narcissus bulbs as a condition of entry into
the United States. This committee held a series of meetings in
Holland during the month of April 1938, most of which took place
in the narcissus-bulb fields, where every opportunity was afforded
to inspect the bulbs as to foliage or by lifting them, and to observe
the cultural practices and sanitary measures employed in an effort
to reduce the bulb nematode infestation to the minimum. The
fleld examinations revealed an almost complete absence of bulb
nematode infestations in the narcissus plantings. In view of this
condition and the sanitary measures practiced, which involve re-
peated fleld examinations during the growing season, supplemented
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by inspection and certification of the bulbs at the tinre of ehip-
ment, it is evident, so long as the above conditions exist, that the
bulb nematode risk incident to the importation of Holland narcissus
bulbs does not justify the continuation of the requirement that
all importations of these bulbs be given the hot-water treatment
as a condition of entry. This requirement therefore will not be in
effect on and after August 15, 1939. On and after that date, all
such importations, in accordance with the provisions of regulation
7 of the nursery stock, plant, and seed quarantine No. 37, shall be
accompanied by a certificate certifying that the bulbs have been
thoroughly inspected at the time of packing and found or believed
to be free of injurious plant diseases and insect pests. Finally,
upon arrival at the American ports of entry, all shipments will be
examined by inspectors of the Bureau of Entomology and Plant
Quarantine, and this examination will include the cutting of sus-
picious-looking bulbs when necessary to determrine their freedom
from infestation by the bulb nematode. Any shipments found to
be infested will be given the latest approved treatment or rejected.
LEE A. STRONG,
Chief, Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The letter simply was a trans-
mittal of the order. The order provided that the agree-
ment made on March 17, 1936, was rescinded, and that
the requirement for sterilization would not be made after
the 15th of August of this year.

We came back here in January. I first had a meeting
with Mr. Strong. I then had a meeting with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. Then the Senator from Oregon [MTr.
McNary]l and I had a meeting with both the Secretary of
Agriculture and Mr. Strong. In all of the meetings we tock
the position that, so far as the record was concerned, all
of the testimony showed that it was not possible to pre-
vent the importation of infested bulbs without the use of
the sterilization process.

All we asked from the Department of Agriculture was an
opportunity to present our case, an opportunity to be heard,
an opportunity to know directly and definitely what this
committee found out, an opportunity to see the report of
the committee, an opportunity to represent our constituents
on the one hand, and an opportunity to represent the Sen-
ate, with which an agreement had been made, on the other
hand.

We were denied that opportunity, and we were told, in
place of that, that the Department had prepared a bill
which would take care of everything; that we did not need
to worry about it; that Mr. Strong had prepared a bill
which covered the whole question of the plant quarantine.
He explained to us that there was a necessity for amend-
ment of the entire act; that it was cumbersome and difficult
to administer; that he wanted the whole subject taken up
at one time; and that if we would agree to let this legis-
lation go over, all of our problems would be solved, and
the Department would be in much better position.

Frankly, we were not satisfled with that. We wanted an
opportunity to be heard upon the specific question involved,
but not having that opportunity, we had to agree to the
alternative, and sometime prior to February 16 of this year,
cn behalf of the Department of Agriculture, requests were
made of Members of the House of Representatives and
Members of the Senate that the Department’s bill upon
this question be introduced. The result was that Repre-
sentative Boyrin introduced a bill in the House and the
Scnator from Alabama [Mr. BankaEAD] on February 16 of
this year intrcduced Senate bill 1364.

The Senator from Oregon and I, very rightly, I think,
assumed that since the Department had offered the bill,
gince it was their solution of this problem, we had a right
to rely upon the cooperation of the Department in getting
the bill through the Congress. The Members of this body
know that when a Department comes and offers a bill and
asks a Member of Congress to introduce it, and the bill is
all prepared and handed to him, he introduces it, it goes to
a committee, the committee sends the bill to the Depart-
ment, and in 9 out of 10 cases it is only a matter of a few
days before a favorable report on the bill is sent back to the
Congress by the department.

The bill in question was introduced on February 16, and
on February 22 the clerk of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry of this body sent the Bankhead bill, Senate
hill 1364, back to the Department, and asked for a report
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upon it. I waited a couple of weeks and did not hear any-
thing about it, and then started calling up from my own
office to find where the report was. I was not able to ascer-
tain; so I went to the clerk of the committee, and he started
a daily process of calling the Department in an attempt to
discover why the Department had not made a report to the
Senate upon its own bill, a bill which it had prepared, which
it had had introduced, and which it asked the Senator from
Oregon and me to rely upon as a solution of our particular
problem, and as carrying out the agreement which was made
in 1936 with the Senate subcommittee, and made with the
Senator from Oregon and me in June of last year.

It was not possible to get a report upon the department’s
bill from the department until May 16. The time from
February 22 to May 16 passed before they made a report
upon this particular piece of legislation.

When the report came in, we found that the department,
which had told us that they were going to keep their agree-
ment with the Senate and with us through the medium of
this piece of legislation, namely, recommended to the Senate
that all parts of the proposed legislation which referred to
our particular problem should be eliminated from the bill;
and they just struck out those paragraphs.

Mr. President, this is the 7th of June. I do not know, and
I do not think even the able leaders on both sides of the
Senate have any particular knowledge, as to just when the
present session of Congress will adjourn, but it is certain
that it is not going to be possible to get through at this stage
of the proceedings a piece of legislation protecting this par-
ticular situation when it will meet, as apparently it will, the
violent oppesition of the Department of Agriculture and the
chief of the Bureau of Inspection and Plant Quarantine.

Mr. President, I shall not ask that all of Senate bill 1364
be printed in the Recorp, but I do ask unanimous consent
that section 3 of the bill be printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the section was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Sec. 3. That, in order to safeguard agriculture in the manner
and for the purposes set forth In section 1 of this act, it shall be
unlawful for any person to import, or offer for importation, from
a forelgn country into the United States or into any Territory or
District thereof, any plants or plant products capable of propaga-
tion, as defined in section 2 of this act (1) unless a permit there-
for shall have been issued by the Becretary of Agriculture; (2)
unless the requirements applicable to the importation of such
plants or plant products, prescribed by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture pursuant to this act, including inspection and, when neces-
sary, treatment to prevent the introduction of plant pests, have
been complied with, including the best approved treatment for
nematodes applied to all importations of narcissus and iris bulbs;
and (3) unless such plants or plant products are imported for
propagation for the purpose of establishing production to meet
domestic requirements and after importation are utilized therefor
under the surveillance of the Secretary of Agriculture for such
time and under such conditions as the said Secretary may pre-
ecribe in order that he may be able to determine, by inspection or
ctherwise, whether such plants or plant products are apparently
free from plant pests: Provided, That, when the Secretary of Agri-
culture finds that the importation of such plants or plant products
is desired for processing in some manner not involving propaga-
tion, and is of the opinion that the proposed processing will
destroy, or render innocuous, any plant pests that might be pres-
ent in or on such plants or plant products, the said Secretary may
issue a permit specifying the conditions for the importation of
euch plants or plant products and may prescribe such conditions
for the proposed processing as he may deem necessary effectively
to destroy or render innocucus any possible plant pests thereon
or therein: Provided further, That plants or plant products may
be imported for experimental or scientific or noncommercial pur-
poses by, or through, the Department of Agriculture, in compliance
with such conditions and regulations as the said Secretary of
Agriculture may prescribe.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I now desire to
read from a portion of the report of the Secretary of Agri-
culture referring to that particular section:

In the same section—section 3—page 4, lines 3, 4, and 5, the
phrase “including the best approved treatment for mnematodes
applied to all importations of narcissus and iris bulbs” should be
removed from the bill. When a given lot of plants or plant
products capable of propagation arrives in this country from
abroad, representatives of the Department would first determine
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whether a permit had been issued and what requirements appli-
cable to that particular tion had been prescribed by the
Becretary of Agriculture, including determination whether the
contents of the importation were the subject of a specific quaran-
tine. Inspection of these contents would follow in due course, and
the subsequent action taken with respect to a given importation
should depend on the results of the inspection. If pests or dis-
eases were to be found which were not known to exist in this
country, consideration should be given as to whether that impor-
tation should be excluded. If the nature of the infestation or
infection were such that treatment and admittance were deemed
safe, the treatment might be prescribed but to tie the hands of
the Department by requiring a treatment far a given type of
plant or plant product capable of propagation regardiess of the
findings of the inspection is discriminatory, unwise, and might
result in prescribing a treatment which would not he effective in
destroying the organism in question, because this organism might
be one new to the Department, the treatment for which is unknown.

Mr, President, in the light of the record, this statement
of the Secretary of Agriculture, in the first place, the De-
partment, going back to the old position they took in Jan-
uary 1933, saying that they would be able to make inspec-
tion at the port of entry, despite the fact that the entire
record as presented shows that they cannot make such an
inspection; then saying that, because it is provided that a
particular type of sterilization shall be used, it would tie the
hands of the Department, and would be unwise and unjust
and would be discrimination, that there might be other
nematodes about which they do not know, is just simply beg-
ging the question, and, so far as I am concerned, I believe
that it is merely trifling with the Senate of the United
States.

Remember, this language which the Secretary of Agricul-
ture so drastically condemns is the language which Mr.
Strong, of the Bureau of Inspection and Plant Quarantine,
wrote into the bill. We did not write the bill; the Depart-
ment itself wrote it. They inciuded this provision because
of the fact that we went to the Department insisting upon
some sort of a hearing before the Department, insisting
upon a right to be heard, insisting that they present some
evidence which would controvert the evidence which we had
heard in 1936. We became so insistent that they said, “All
right; we will present a bill which will take care of the whole
situation.” Then they held up the report from the 22d
of February until the 16th of May, too late in the session
for us to get any possible action upon a controversial ques-
tion; then they recommended that the part of the bill which
was put in under their representation and which we could
rely upon be removed, and they criticized that portion of their
own bill as being unwise, unjust, and discriminatory.

If the Secretary of Agriculture and Mr. Strong, of the
Bureau of Inspection and Plant Quarantine thought it was
unwise, unjust, and discriminatory to include that provi-
sion in the bill in May 1939, why did they tell the Senator
from Oregon and me in January 1939 that they would put
it in, and that we could rely upon it, and that we would
be protected by it?

As I stated in the beginning, this is not merely a question
of a few bulb growers in the State of Washington and in the
State of Oregon, though it is of supreme importance to them,
and it is of supreme importance generally to know that the
fields of this country will not be infested by this nematode,
which is described as one which rapidly spreads, not merely
to bulbs, but to all forms of plant life; this matter also
involves the question as to what sort of treatment the Senate
of the United States and the Members of the Senate of the
United States are entitled to at the hands of the executive
department of the Government.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to be permitted to
offer at this time, and have lie upon the table, a resolution on
behalf of the Senator from Oregon and myself, and I ask that
the resolution be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the reso-
lution will be received and read.

The legislative clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 143), as
follows:

Resolved, That a subcommittee of the Benate Committee on

Agriculture and Forestry, to be appointed by the chairman of the
committee, is authorized and directed to examine the Secretary of
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Agriculture and Dr. Lee A. Strong, Chief of the Bureau of Ento-
mology and Plant Quarantine, with respect to the following matters:

(1) Why the Department of Agriculture falled to keep the agree-
ment made with the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
acting on behalf of the Senate, on March 17, 19386, providing for the
necessary sterilization of the bulbs imported into the United States,
which were described in Senate bill No. 5. 2883, Beventy-fourth
Congress, first sesslon.

(2) Why the Department of Agriculture failed to keep the agree-
ment with individual Members of the Senate, the basis of which is
correspondence dated June 13, 1938, and July 5, 1938.

(3) Why, after the Department of Agriculture presented to indi-
vidual Members of the Senate and the House of Representatives
and caused to be introduced the bills 8. 1364 and H. R. 4026, an
adverse report on such legislation was later submitted by the De-
partment of Agriculture.

The subcommittee shall report to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry the results of its investigations, together with its
recommendations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will lie on the
table.

TIME LIMITATION FOR RATIFICATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND-
MENTS

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President, five different amendments
proposed by the Congress may, by the effect of the decision
of the Supreme Court of the United States rendered on June
5, 1939, in the case of Coleman et al. against Miller et al., be
assumed to be pending before the States for their action.
These amendments are as follows:

One proposed September 29, 1789, 150 years ago, relating
to enumeration and representation:

ArTicLE I. After the first enumeration required by the first ar-
ticle of the Constitution there shall be 1 Representative for every
30,000 until the number shall amount to 100, after which the
}Jmportmn shall be so regulated by Congress that there shall be not
ess than 100 Representatives, nor less than 1 Representative for
every 40,000 persons, until the number of Representatives shall
amount to 200, after which the proportion shall be so regulated
by Congress that there shall not be less than 200 Representatives
nor more than 1 Representative for every 50,000 persons,

Another, proposed September 29, 1789, 150 years ago, re=
lating to compensation of Members of Congress:

ARTICLE II. No law varying the compensation for the services of the
Senators and Representatives shall take effect until an election of
Representatives shall have intervened.

Another, proposed January 12, 1810, 129 years ago, to pro-
hibit citizens of the United States from accepting presents,
pensions, or titles from princes or from foreign powers:

If any citizen of the United States shall accept, claim, receive,
or retain any title of nobility or honor, or shall, without the con-
sent of Congress, accept and retain any present, pension, office, or
emolument of any kind whatever from any emperor, king, prince,
or forelgn power, such person shall cease to be & citizen of the

United States and shall be incapable of holding any office of trust
or profit under them, or either of them.

Another, proposed March 2, 1861, 78 years ago, known as
the Corwin amendment, prohibiting Congress from inter-
fering with slavery within the States:

No amendment shall be made to the Constitution which will
authorize or give to Congress the power to abolish or interfere
within any State, with the domestic institutions thereof, including
that of persons held to labor or service by the laws of said State
(12 Stat. 251).

And still another, proposed June 2, 1924, 15 years ago, the
child-labor amendment:

SectioN 1, The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, and
prohibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age.

Sec. 2. The power of the several States is unimpaired by this
article except that the operation of State laws shall be suspended
to the extent necessary to give effect to legislation enacted by the
Congress.

On September 29, 1789, 12 constitutional amendments
were proposed by the First Congress. The requisite number
of States ratified proposed articles Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
11, and 12 within 2 years and 3 months, while Nos. 1 and 2,
although proposed 150 years ago, have not, according to the
latest available returns, received favorable action by the req-
uisite number of States and are still before the American
people, or the States, rather, and are now subject to ratifica-
tion or rejection by the States. After those two proposed
amendments, to wit, Nos. 1 and 2, had been in nubilous—in
the clouds—for 84 years, the Ohio State Senate in 1873, in
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response to a tide of indignation that swept over the land in
opposition to the so-called back-salary grab, resurrected pro-
posed amendment No. 2 and passed a resolution of ratifica-
tion through the State senate. No criticism can be visited
upon the Ohio Legislature that attempted to ratify the
amendment proposed in 1789; and if the amendment had
been freshly proposed by Congress at the time of the back-
salary grab, instead of having been drawn forth from musty
tomes, where it had so long lain stale and dormant, other
States doubtless would have ratified it during the period
from 1873 to 1881.

During the present year—indeed, within the past 90 days—
the States of Massachusetts, Georgia, and Connecticut, re-
spectively, have ratified articles 3 to 12, both inclusive, of
the 12 articles proposed 150 years ago.

We should not hand down to posterity a conglomerate
mass of amendments floating around in a nebulous haze
which a State here may resurrect and ratify and a State
there may galvanize and ratify.

We ought to have homogeneous, steady, united exertion,
and certainly we should have contemporaneous action with
reference to proposed amendments. Judgment on the case
should be rendered within the lifetime of those interested in
bringing about the change in our fundamental law. Final
action should be had while the discussions and arguments
are within the remembrance of those who are called upon
to act.

The amendment proposed on January 12, 1810, was sub-
mitted to the States in peculiar auspices.

Unfortunately, the annals of Congress and contemporary
newspapers do not give any of the debate upon this interest-
ing proposition. The only light thrown upon the subject by
the annals is the remarks of Mr. Macon, who said “he con-
sidered the vote on this question as deciding whether or not
we were to have members of the Legion of Honor in this
country.”

What event connected with our diplomatic or political
history suggested the need of such an amendment is not
now apparent, but it is possible that the presence of Jerome
Bonaparte in this country a few years previous and his
marriage to a Maryland lady may have suggested this
amendment.

An article in Niles’ Register, volume 72, page 166, written
many years after this event, refers to an amendment having
been adopted to prevent any but native-born citizens from
being President of the United States. This is, of course, a
mistake, as the Constitution in its original form contained
such a provision; but it may be possible that the circumstances
referred to by the writer in Niles’ relate to the passage through
Congress of this amendment. The article referred to main-
tains that at the time Jerome Bonaparte was in this country
the Federalist Party, as a political trick, affecting to appre-
hend that Jerome might find his way to the Presidency
through “French influence,” proposed the amendment. The
Federalists thought the Democrats would oppose the amend-
ment as unnecessary, which would thus appear to the public
as a further proof of their subserviency to French influence.
The Democrats, to avoid this imputation, concluded to carry
the amendment.

“It can do mno harm” was what reconciled all to the
amendment.

That amendment was submitted by Congress 129 years ago,
and after the space of about 2 years it was ratified by 12
States, but not a sufficient number of States at that time to
make up the necessary three-fourths required for ratification.
At one period of our national life the histories and the public
men announced that it was a part of our organic law, and this
error arose because in the early days of our Government the
Secretary of State did not send messages to Congress an-
nouncing ratification and did not promulgate any notice as to
when an amendment became a part of the Constitution. I
have caused the journals, records, and files in the Department
of State to be searched, and there may not be found any
notice of any proclamation of the ratification of the first 10
amendments to the Constitution. The States assumed—it was
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not an unwarranted or violent assumption—that when the
requisite number of States had ratified an amendment it was
then and there a part of our organic law.

Thus we perceive that a system which permits of no limita-
tion as to the time when an amendment may be voted upon
by the States is not fair to posterity or to the present genera-
tion. Lack of time limitation keeps historians, publishers, and
analysts, as well as the general public, constantly in doubt.

It would seem that Congress had, within the past 20 years,
become aware of the wisdom of limiting the time within which
a State may ratify, inasmuch as Congress attached to the
eighteenth, twentieth, and twenty-first amendments a limita-
tion of the time within which a State might ratify.
CONFISCATION OF FIREARMS IN POSSESSION OF PERSONS CONVICTED

OF FELONY

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La FoLLETTE in the chair)
laid before the Senate the amendment of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the bill (S. 189), to provide for the confisca-
tion of firearms in possession of persons convicted of felony
and disposition thereof, which was, beginning with line 3,
to strike out all down to and including “tried”, in line 7, and
insert: )

That when any person is convicted In any court of the United
States of any of the crimes of murder, manslaughter, felonious as-
sault, rape, killing, or assaulting a Federal officer, robbery, burglary,
bank robbery, killing, or kidnaping in committing a bank robbery
or in avoiding or attempting to avold apprehension for the com-
mission of bank robbery or in freeing one's self or attempting to
iree one's self from arrest or confinement for bank robbery, trans-
porting or causing to be transported a kidnaped person in inter-
state or foreign commerce, transporting or causing to be trans-
ported a stolen motor vehicle in interstate or foreign commerce, or
any felony perpetrated in whole or in part by the use of firearms,
or an attempt to commit any of the foregoing crimes, the court in
its judgment of conviction may, in addition to the penalty or
penalties prescribed by law for the punishment of such crime or
crimes, order the confiscation and disposal of firearms and ammuni-
tion found in the possession or under the immediate control of
such person at the time of his arrest.

Mr. HATCH. I move that the Senate concur in the House

amendment.
The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL HOUSING ACT OF 1937

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (8. 591)
to amend the United States Housing Act of 1937, and for
other purposes.

Mr. TAFT obtained the floor. .

Mr, REED. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ohio
yield to me so I may suggest the absence of a quorum?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
vield to the Senator from Kansas for that purpose?

Mr. TAFT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. REED. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Davis Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe
Andrews Donahey Eing Reed
Ashurst Downey La Follette Reynolds
Austin Ellender Lee Russell
Balley Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach
Bankhead George Logan Bheppard
Barbour Gerry Lucas Blattery
Barkley Gibson Lundeen Smathers
Bilbo Gillette McCarran Smith

Bone Green McEellar Stewart
Borah Guffey McNary Taft

Brown Gurney Maloney Thomas, Utah
Bulow Hale Mead Tobey
Burke Harrison Minton Townsend
Byrd Hatch Murray Vandenberg
Byrnes Hayden Neely Van Nuys
Capper Norris Wagner
Caraway Hill Nye Walsh
Chavez Holman O'Mahoney Wheeler
Clark, Idaho Holt Overton White
Clark, Mo. Hughes Pepper Wiley
Connally Johnson, Calif, Pittman

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-seven Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I should like to return from
the pleasant fields of tulips, narcissus, and constitutional
amendments to discuss the bill before the Senate, relating
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to the extension of power of the United States Housing Au-
thority to issue bonds. In that connection I should like to
offer the amendment which lies on the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 3, line 5, in the commit-
tee amendment, after the words “more than” it is pro-
posed to strike out “$45,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof
“$30,000,000.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Ohio to the
committee amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, there is another amendment
on page 3 which should be considered in connection with the
amendment just stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, line 13, in the com-
mittee amendment, it is proposed to strike out “$800,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$400,000,000.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
ask unanimous consent that the two amendments which he
has offered to the committee amendment be considered as
one?

Mr. TAFT. I do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, I do not want in any way to
oppose or to be understood as opposing the general housing
policy embodied in the present United States Housing Au-
thority Act. I think the Federal Government is definitely
interested in the subject of housing and should be inter-
ested. We have passed three entirely different measures
intended to stimulate housing. The first is the Federal
Home Loan bill, by which it is proposed that the Federal
Government shall .assist building and loan associations in
lending money for the development of private housing. The
second is the Federal Housing Authority bill, which has to
do with the insuring of loans on private houses. The third
is the United States Housing Authority bill which provides
low-rent Government housing.

A wise housing policy is essential to recovery. I think there
is more opportunity for recovery and for putting men to work
in the development of the industry of housing than in proba-
bly any other single industry which could be developed. We
are behind in provisions for housing. The subject of housing
is one in which the Federal Government can and properly
should interest itself.

While excellent work has been done in each of the three
fields mentioned, there has been no coordination whatever in
those three fields, and no consideration of the whole problem
at one time. We have a number of independent Government
agencies. We have the Federal Housing Authority, which is
entirely independent; we have the United States Housing
Authority, which is in the Department of the Interior; and
we have the Federal home-loan bank, which is an independ-
ent agency. The problem has not been considered as a
whole. The activity in each field is still in an experimental
stage, and in no case in more of an experimental stage than
in the business of providing low-rent Government housing.
The United States Housing Authority has not yet opened a
single project which has been constructed under its super-
vision.

This bill deals only with low-rent Government housing.
There has been a great deal of discussion of what the policy
is. I think the policy should be stated in order that it may
be clearly understcod. In the first place, we have heretofore
authorized $800,000,000 in bonds and $28,000,000 in subsidies.
The Administrator has gone ahead and allotted about $650,-
000,000 of the $800,000,000, and he has $150,000,000 left.
Then he ran out of subsidy money, so he could not issue
the remaining $150,000,000 in bonds. What he is asking au-
thority for is to issue eight hundred additional million dollars,
so that he would have available at once $950,000,000 in addi-
tion to what has been allotted; and he is asking for addi-
tional subsidies of $45,000,000. Thirty-four million dollars
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of that is needed to provide subsidies for the new $800,000,-
000; approximately four and a half million dollars is to sub-
sidize the P. W. A. projects which we are going to turn over
to the local housing authorities; about six and a half million
dollars is to finance the $150,000,000 which he has not as yet
been able to use, making a total of $45,000,000.

The amendment which I propose cuts down the $800,000,-
000 to $400,000,000, and cuts down the $45,000,000 to $30,-
000,000, which would enable him to cover the $150,000,000
which he has not used, plus the $400,000,000 new amount,
plus the P. W. A. projects. That is the reason why, instead
of cutting the $45,000,000 in half, I am proposing only to
cut the $45,000,000 to $30,000,000.

He proposes to house 180,060 families with $800,000,000.
In other words, the estimate of the Administrator is that the
average cost per family will be $4,500. That is his estimate,
and I think we may accept that as the present average cost
of housing under this particular plan.

Under the policy the United States Housing Authority is-
sues $800,000,000 of bonds which are guaranteed as to prin-
cipal and interest by the United States Government. Then
they take that $800,000,000 and lend it to the various local
housing authorities, public bodies created by the various
States. They can lend to them 90 percent of the cost of
those projects. On those loans they charge 3 percent in-
terest and one-half percent amortization, and they take
60-year bonds from the local housing authorities at 3 per-
cent interest. The subsidy is 3%, percent on the entire cost,
90 percent plus 10 percent; that subsidy goes to the local
housing authorities, and then it is used to pay the interest
and the sinking fund on their own bonds. There can be no
question that that process is practically equivalent to our
constructing the buildings and presenting them to the local
housing authorities for nothing; practically as if we issued
the bonds and then erected the buildings and turned them
over without any recourse; in fact, in some ways, that might
be a safer plan, because there is a possibility of loss under
the other plan. If one cares to look at it from the stand-
point of a subsidy, it means that the Federal Government is
subsidizing every family that lives in these buildings to the
extent of $158 per family per year. The $158 per family
per year subsidy means, in effect, that no man who lives in
one of these low-rent houses pays one cent of rent attribut-
able to the cost of construction or the repayment of the loan
or the interest on the cost of the construction. All that he
pays in rent is the maintenance cost of the building. The
remainder of it is subsidized.

There is, to some extent, an additional subsidy. I rather
agree with the Senator from Louisiana that the States do
put up some subsidy in the form of remitting taxes. I do
not know what that amounts to; but I think to at least $40
a family. So I should say that we are subsidizing low-income
families to the extent of $200 per family per year. That is
the effect of this particular policy.

There is not any investment, because the Government
could not get anything from these buildings if it got them
back. The rental that comes in is going to pay only for the
maintenance of the building. There is no investment, for
there is no return. We pay the local housing authorities in
the form of subsidies money which they turn around and
pay back on the interest and sinking fund on the bonds. It
is perfectly clear that that is the purpose, because the act
itself provides that payments under annual contribution con-
tracts shall be pledged as security for any loans cobtained by
a public housing agency to assist the development of a
housing project to which the annual contributions relate.

Then it is provided that the faith of the United States is
solemnly pledged to the payment of all annual contributions.

So there is no question that the subsidy payments are used
to finance the projects.

The local housing authority issues 90 percent of their
bonds to the Federal Government, and the Federal Govern-
ment may perhaps sell those bonds. The local housing au-
thority issues 10 percent to private bankers or other indi-
viduals, and to those the faith of the United States is
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pledged. We are going to continue these subsidy payments
so that they can pay interest on the bonds. So, in my
opinion, there is not any doubt of the soundness of the argu-
ment of the Senator from Maryland that, in effect, we are
erecting these buildings and are presenting them to the
States or to the local housing authorities. The effect of that
is a subsidy of possibly $200 per family per year.

‘What interested me in the hearings before the subcommit-
tee was the question whether anybody had considered how far
we are going in carrying out this policy. How many families
do we propose to house? Each $800,000,000 will house from
180,000 to 200,000 families. The Administrator finally testi-
fied that he would like to provide about four and a half
million families with this kind of Government housing. That
would mean a total cost to the Federal Government before
we got through with the program, if that is the program, of
approximately $20,000,000,000, which is half of the present
national debt. The Administrator thought it might take 15
years to carry out that program. By the time we got
through, we would have an annual housing subsidy of about
$600,000,000 a year, although the amount might vary.

I think that the Housing Authority has done a good job.
I think it is reducing the cost of housing projects. There
are various indications that as the more modern ones are
built, as greater information in regard to building is
obtained, the costs are brought down.

Mr. Rheinstein, head of the New York Housing Authority,
has particularly made progress in reducing the cost of hous-
ing in New York State under the Housing Act, and I think
there is reasonable hope that costs may be reduced and this
subsidy may ultimately be not quite so large; yet I think,
looking at the program, the figures I have given would seem
to be approximately the program of the United States Hous-
ing Administrator.

Personally I do not agree with him. I do not think that
we need to house four and a half million families in Govern-
ment apartment houses. I think that a complete survey of
the whole field, which I believe ought to be made, would show
that we do not have to take that proportion of the low-rent
families and put them into Government houses. Certainly
I would be very doubtful of the advisability of that program.
It seems to me that a policy of developing individual homes
would be much better for a very considerable number of that
large group of low-income families.

We are referred to the English policy. In England since
the World War there has probably been the greatest building
boom that any country has ever had in a similar time. In
England about 4,000,000 homes have been built during that
time; and when we consider that in this country we have
nearly three times the population of England, it can be seen
what it would mean if we should proceed along this line on
the same scale as that adopted in England. It would mean
the construction of approximately 11,000,000 homes in this
country. Home construction work is one of the things that
have kept England going, but of the 4,000,000, only about
1,000,000 have been provided by Government housing proj-
ects; the other 3,000,000 have been provided through build-
ing society financing entirely independent of any government
policy whatsoever. The English, on the basis of a million
homes, now have a subsidy, I think, of 15,000,000 pounds a
year, or $75,000,000. For that they have housed a million
families. A subsidy of $73,000,000, which is the total this bill
now provides, will only house something like 500,000 families,
or one-half, for approximately the same amount. So far as
I can figure, our subsidy is about twice what the English
subsidy is, and I do not believe the Government housing in
this country is proportionately as necessary as it is in Eng-
land. England is & much more urbanized and much more
industrial country than is the United States today, and I

believe that we do not need to follow the English proportion. |

I think probably, if we reach 2,000,000 families instead of
four and a half million, that might be a reasonable propor-
tion in providing for the people who need this particular kind
of housing.
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I say again I think the Housing Administration is doing
a good job. I only feel they have not looked ahead; they
have not a comprehensive plan. I do not think the Federal
Government knows where it is going; I do not think they
know how much private housing they hope to stimulate; and
I do not think they have considered all the difficulties that
may arise.

I have a good deal of criticism of the Housing Authority’s
propaganda, if it may be called that. It seems to me that a
great many of the arguments that are presented are com-
pletely unnecessary, so far as logic is concerned. For in-
stance, one of the arguments is that the requests are received
from all sections of the country. This is Mr. Straus’ testi-
mony:

And gentlemen, from all sections of the country, requests have
been received for additional earmarkings. The distribution of these
requests proves both the need for low-rent housing and slum clear-
ance and the enthusiasm of the cities and towns throughout the
Nation seeking to join or continue in the U. 8. H, A. program of
slum clearance and rehousing. Despite the early announcement
by the U. 8. H. A. that all funds currently available have been
exhausted, additional earmarking requests already received total
in excess of $800,000,000, and more requests are being recelved
each day.

Of course, in a general way they are getting something for
nothing, and, of course, the people who are so enthusiastic
are not always mayors; they are the people who are par-
ticularly interested in housing and want to see the projects
carried through; and the mere fact that they are willing to
take a gift from the Federal Government is certainly no
evidence that the Federal Government ought to make that
gift.

As a matter of fact, there are a good many cities which
are getting doubtful about participating in this program
simply on account of the tax exemption. In Cincinnati we
have a large project which has general approval, but it has
eliminated a very substantial amount of the taxes which the
city government is able to collect. It means, of course, that
to a large extent the persons who own their own homes are
going to have to pay the taxes of the persons who live in these
apartments and do not pay any taxes; and while I think we
would support one more project with interest and enthusiasm,
beyond that we would soon get to a point where the burden
on the other taxpayers would be so heavy that they would
not be willing to assume the additional burden. I do not
think the argument that some local people want the projects
is necessarily a sound argument.

Mr. Straus testified that—

The $800,000,000 increased authorization is merely an authoriza-
tion to us to borrow that sum, that it is entirely and fully
repayable, with interest, and does not affect the public debt, nor
would it be included in the public debt.

It is, however, an unqualified obligation of the United
States Government, and I do not see why it is not an addi-
tion to the public debt. As I have already explained, the
only difference is that instead of having to pay interest on
it, we have to pay these subsidies to the Housing Authority,
and we enter into a binding contract to pay the subsidies for
60 years, whereas if we issue our own bonds we at least can
call them from time to time, take advantage of lower rates
of interest, and adjust the interest in such a way as to be
less of a burden. So I say that not only is this obligation
in substance a debt, but it is a more burdensome debt than
it would be to issue our bonds in the same amount.

Another argument advanced by the Administrator is as
follows:

I am convinced that the rents in the U. 8. H. A. projects will
be the lowest achieved in recent times for decent housing, public
or private. The paramount objective of the act is to provide
homes which will be rented at a figure so low that they will be
available to families in the lowest income groups.

Mr. President, private individuals can build homes just as
cheap as these homes. Private industry today can build
homes at $1,000 a room, and that is substantially what these
homes cost. The only reason why the Administrator is able
to supply low-rent housing is simply because we subsidize
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the housing. If we should subsidize private individuals in
their homes they could geft just as low rent as the United
States Housing Authority is giving. There is a constant
flood of propaganda on this subject which seems to me to
misrepresent the facts and prevent an intelligent considera-
tion of what our real policy should be.

In that connection I should like to read a statement by
Mr, Paul Malion which appeared in the newspapers of June
1. He says:

A New Deal annual award of a nut-indented cooky for the out-
standing propaganda of the year will undoubtedly be voted to the

U. 8. H. A. without a dissenting vote among the Government
publicity agents.

Up until last Friday there might have been some doubt. Then
the United States Housing Authority gave to a waiting  world
(one-third ill-housed) release No. 208. It is a beautifully written
account of what an excellent job U. 8. H. A, is doing, tersely con-
densed to 78 mimeographed pages. Not the least of its innovaticns
was the omission of numbering from its pages, so that no one
could tell how many pages were in it unless he sat down and
counted each one.

The other prizeworthy feature of the massive handout was a
larger omission. Nowhere in it can you find out how many dol-
lars have actually been spent in clearing slums. Figures there
are galore, bright big figures * * *

“$27,514,000 additional
loans approved for 19 cities” * * * *“This makes $434,6563,000
in loan contracts™ * * *

“Earmarkings are $225,385,000.”
* * * “Grand total of $660,038,000 in commitments.” You may
mark your ear or pull it off but you still will not find out how many
slum dwellers now have better homes.

The unannounced truth of it is that the grand total of £660,-
000,000 of commitments includes about #$225,000,000 which has
merely been set aside for use of certaln cities if they want it. The
remaining $435,000,000 represents specific agreements with cities
which may or may not cancel them.

Actual total of money spent up to the other day was a measly
£37,000,600.

I think Mr. Mallon understates the amount actually spent,
but only $100,000,000 of bonds has yet been issued.

Quite an argument is made in favor of the emplcyment of
men in these housing projects. I can only say that the em-
ployment of men in private housing ought to be three or
four times as important as this particular employment; and,
of course, this is not a relief measure. For every man on the
job in these housing projects the cost to the Government is
about $6,000 a year, which, of course, is away beyond any
question of relief. If we include the men who are supposed
to be working in producing the materials, the cost will
amount to about $2,250 for every man who is given any kind
of a job. Of course, that is about three times as expensive
as relief, so it is not really relief at all but low-rent housing
construction.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. Certainly.

Mr. WAGNER. Would the Senator suggest that we do
not pay the prevailing rate of wage, and in that manner re-
duce the cost?

Mr. TAFT. Not at all. I am only suggesting that this
housing policy is not a relief policy. It is not a policy which
is going to stimulate employment, except as any public-
works policy is desirable in hard times.

There are several other methods of providing housing. We
have the F. H. A. This year we have authorized the F. H. A.
to insure a billion dollars more of contracts. We have the
building and loan associations, which I think under proper
stimulation and assistance from the Government, and a more
friendly attitude toward the Federal home-loan bank on the
part of the administration might do what the building and
loan associations are doing in England, where they have built
3,000,000 homes in a very short time.

I do not suggest that we should abandon the low-rent
housing policy. I only say that it includes things which have
not been adequately considered. Must we subsidize rents as
much as $200 per family per year? Is that amount of sub-
sidy really necessary in order to take care of the lower-
income groups? Have we considered the question of the rela-
tive position of persons who buy their own homes?

A man buys his own home, and he has to put up the money
to pay the interest and sinking fund on the construction cost.
He has to pay the taxes, $40 every year. Right alongside of
him a man comes and lives in one of these Government
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houses and does not have to put up a cent for interest,
amortization, or taxes, If we are going to subsidize, why
subsidize only low-rent housing projects? Why not subsidize
people to build their own homes as well as people who live in
apartment houses?

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at
that point?

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WAGNER. Can the Senator conceive of a family
having an income of only four, five, or six hundred dollars a
year being able to purchase their own home and amortize
the debt?

The reason why we are providing subsidies, as I know the
Senator appreciates, is because the families for whom we are
providing have such low incomes that they cannot live in
decent homes and pay out of their incomes the rent which
private industry would exact. We are either going to take
them out of the slums and give them a chance in life through
a subsidy or else they will have to remain in the slums.

Mr. TAFT. I want fo say to the Senator that I am not
questioning the fact that we are going to have to grant a
subsidy of some size; but I am asking, Is this the proper way
to grant the subsidy? Might we not also subsidize persons
to live in their own homes, subsidize them in private housing?
The point I am trying to make, as the Senator understands, is
that this whole policy seems to me to be so doubtful, there
are so many questions involved in it that have not been
solved, that we ought to go slowly until we are able to con-
duct some kind of investigation to determine what should
be done to coordinate these different activities of Govern-
ment. Persons from one of these three activities have ap-
peared before our committee criticizing the policy of one of
the others. You may talk to the U. S. H. A. people, and while
they are friendly to the F. H. A., they are inclined to pooh-
pooh it. If you talk to representatives of the F. H. A., you find
that they are pretty doubtful about the U. S. H. A.; and the
Federal home-loan bank is doubtful of both. So my sug-
gestion is that there are so many different questions which
have not been sclved, there is so little coordination in the
policy, there has been so little thinking out of the housing
policy, that we ought to go slowly until we have developed a
definite program.

Mr. WAGNER.
that point?

Mr, TAFT. Yes.

Mr. WAGNER. The policy which was originally adopted
in 1937 is a policy and a pattern which has been adopted
by other countries which have had years of experience in
taking care of persons in the very low income group, par-
ticularly England. They have done a great deal more than
we have done,

Mr. TAFT. But I have tried to point out to the Senator
that for approximately the same amount of money the Eng-
lish are going to house a million families, whereas we are
housing only 500,000.

Mr. WAGNER. Our limitation on a subsidy contribution
by the Federal Government is 3%, percent. England goes as
high as 5 and 6 percent in some cases.

Mr. TAFT. And yet the total English subsidy is $75,000,-
000, which houses a million families. After this program is
carried out we are going to have a subsidy of $73,000,000 for
500,000 families; so the English subsidy is approximately one-
half the American subsidy.

I want to say further to the Senator that I recognize the
principle of subsidy. We have gotten into such a condition
that we must recognize that there are people with incomes of
less than a thousand dollars who must receive certain forms
of relief. We have adopted a policy of giving them direct
relief; we have adopted a policy of giving them work relief;
we have adopted a policy of spending Federal money in
providing old-age pensions for them, We already have done
subsidizing to some extent, in providing health service, and
now in this matter we are subsidizing housing service, Those
policies have been adopted, and I am in favor of continuing
them, No matter how prosperous we get, whether we suc-

Mr, President, will the Senator yield at
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ceed in putting back to work the 12,000,000 people who are
out of work today, I think we are still going to have many
people earning less than enough fo live on decently, be-
cause there are so many jobs in this country the products
of which, under any economic system I know of, simply are
not worth the money they would have to bring to enable
those who produce them to maintain the American stand-
ard of living; and a certain number of people are going
to have to carry on in that kind of jobs. It is not possible
to persuade the rest of the people to pay for those products
more than the products are worth, and there will always be
that group of low-income people.

I believe in the general policy of helping those people, of
subsidizing them, if you please, so that they will to some
extent receive an equivalent which will bring them up to
the decent standard of living that is necessary. But in this
housing authority business, the subsidy program is so ex-
tremely expensive, it is so doubtful how far we are to go,
there are so many questions to be solved. Why should a few
low-income people, why should 500,000 low-income families
receive, under this type of legislation, governmental subsidy
and housing, and 9,500,000 other families not get any such
assistance at all?

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. In the relief field, for instance, we help
everyone who is in need. Here is a policy which is taking
care of but a little piece out of the entire field of need.

Mr. WAGNER. I recognize the fact, of course, and we
have asserted it over and over again, that we cannot any-
where near take all of the slum dwellers out of the slums
and give them decent places in which to live; but is that
any reason for not doing what we can to eliminate the evil?
We are told now that we could save $10,000,000,000 a year
if we would give medical care to those who need it and
cannot have it now. Because we cannof take care of all
of them, should we cease taking care of some? We have
the same problem in connection with the pending legisla-
tion. If we cannot cover all those who need assistance,
let us do the very best we can. The Senator seems to be
stating in one breath that we are not doing enough because
we are not taking care of all these people, and then in his
very amendment he cuts the amount down so that we can
do even less than is proposed under the pending legislation.

Mr, TAFT. My reason for wanting to cut it down is that
I do not think the policy has been sufficiently considered;
I do not think we have looked where it is we are going.
The Senator is quite right, if we are to house 500,000 low-
rent families we ought to be prepared to step in and house
all of the low-income families who are entitled to the same
relief this 500,000 will get. But before we do that, let us
see how much it is going to cost, and let us decide whether
$158 per family per year is too much, whether that much
is necessary.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr, President, will the Senator yield fur-
ther?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. WAGNER. Has the Senator some other method than
is provided in the legislation and in its administration for
determining the amount of subsidy which ought to be paid
in order to make a particular apartment available for the
persons of the low-income group?

If I may add a word, we are getting down to families with
incomes as low as three and four hundred dollars a year.
When Congress passed the Housing Act, our idea was to get
to the very lowest income group and try to help them first.
In order to get the rent down to reach that low income
group, we have to provide a fairly reasonable subsidy, and
as the income increases, the subsidy payment will be less.
But, so far as I am concerned, I want to get down to the
:ery lowest income, and that will require a larger contribu-
ion.

Mr. TAFT. Suppose we said to any individual who wanted
to build his home, “If you will borrow $3,000 we will give
you a thousand dollars outright.” Suppose we propose to
subsidize the home owner instead of the renter., Expending
a thousand dollars is going to be a great deal cheaper than
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paying $150 a year for 60 years to come. I am not advo-
cating any particular method of subsidy; I say this is an
extremely expensive method, and before we go ahead, before
we plunge indefinitely into this field, which can lead no-
where except to something like an expenditure of $20,000,-
000,000, Iet us go a little slowly, and let us have a survey of
the whole question.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield,
there is no proposal to spend $20,000,000,000. But while the
Senator is talking about helping, by advancing a thousand
dollars, the individual who has $3,000 with which to build a
home, I am talking about families who for the whole year
have an earning capacity of four to five hundred dollars,
hardly enough to enable them to buy enough to enable the
family to subsist. How can the Senator talk about bringing
that class under such legislation as is proposed, a family
which is prepared to make a $3,000 down payment? We are
dealing with that class under F. H. A., but I am not con-
cerned with those families at this time. A family which can
put down a payment of $3,000 is fairly well off these days.
I am talking about the slum dweller.

Mr. TAFT. If we finance a slum dweller or anyone else
to the extent of a thousand dollars, he can borrow $3,000
and build himself a house. That is not the question. The
trouble is, can he live in the house after he gets it? A
thousand dollars today will finance any reasonable four- or
five-room house. As a matter of fact, the number of people
with incomes of three or four hundred dollars a year, taken
care of by this department, is not great. The incomes run
on the average between $800 and $1,000 a year.

The point I desire to make is that this is an extremely
expensive method of handling the matter, There are plenty
of other ways of doing it. We can subsidize home owning.
Personally, I think it is necessary to have a certain number
of low-rent housing projects, but I think that, just so far
as we can help people to buy their own homes instead, we
ought to do it. Someone should sit down and decide how
many of these families may be able o have their own homes
and how many families cannot, how many families, after
we get through, are going to require a definite subsidy of
as much as $150 or $200. Are we to give the same subsidy
to a man who has $300 a year as to the man who receives
a thousand dollars a year? We are, under this plan, appar-
ently. :

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, the income of the indi-
vidual family that is to be housed by these projects is exam-
ined into. If a man earns above a certain sum, he is not
eligible as an occupant at all, he has not a chance to get
icto one of the homes, because he is not a slum dweller,

Mr., TAFT. The Senator was talking about families with
incomes of three or four hundred dollars a year. He is pro-
posing to give them exactly the same subsidy, $200, that is
given to a man with an income of a thousand dollars a year,
because that is the highest limit that is proposed for ad-
mission to these housing authorities. In other words, if we
are to subsidize housing, there is the question, must we sub-
sidize it by Government housing, or should we not subsidize
each family as we go along, and should we not revise the
subsidy every year in accordance with their means? I do
not say that is a good policy, I say that is a question which
must be considered before we plunge into a policy which is
going to cost us $20,000,000,000.

Mr. WAGNER. If the Senator will yield, that is the policy
which has been adopted by the Housing Authority already.
There is a provision in the contract for a reexamination of
the rent charge, of the economic situation in the commu-
nity, and as to whether a larger contribution can be made
by the particular occupant or not. That is now provided
by law.

Mr. TAFT. I do not wish to contradict the Senator, but
my understanding is that the rate per room in every apart-
ment in one of these projects is exactly the same. Whether
a man gets $300 a year or a thousand dollars a year does
not make any difference.

Mr. WAGNER. In any one project?

Mr. TAFT. Yes.
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Mr. WAGNER. Of course; otherwise we will begin to
indulge in all kinds of favoritism. But the lowest-income
group in a particular community has first choice, and the
slum dweller who lives in a slum and is to be rehoused in a
new project has first choice, so long as his income is low
enough.

Mr. TAFT. Of course, that is the policy proposed, but as
a matter of fact not one single project of the United States
Housing Authority has been opened, and in the only projects
which have been opened, the P. W. A, in Cincinnati, for
instance, a man must receive at least $1,000 a year before
he can get into the project. That policy, I suppose is going,
to be changed, but that is the policy up to date. In other
words, the whole thing is experimental. No one knows what
they are going to do when these things are finally worked
out, and that is the reason why I urge that we bz some-
what slow about throwing out another $800,000,000 the first
of July.

Mr. WAGNER. Now we have reached a stage where, as
a result of experience, we do know something. We do not
have to experiment further except in the reduction of costs,
and that is being taken care of every day. The Senator
himself pointed out how in the city of New York the esti-
mates of construction costs in the case of the Queensbridge
project are 10 or 12 percent below the original estimates.
So that we are getting our costs down. That is a matter
of experience.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is exceedingly optimistic if he
can stand here and say that the housing policy of the United
States is not still in an experimental stage. It is the most
experimental activity, practically, in which we are engaged,
and we are conducting more experiments than any nation
has attempted in the history of the world.

Mr. WAGNER. I think we have learned a great deal in
the last 5 or 6 years.

Mr. TAFT. Certainly we have learned a great deal in the
last 5 or 6 years, but we have a good deal more to learn.

In addition to the amendment I am now discussing, I have
proposed another amendment, to create a joint committee of
the House and the Senate to consider the entire housing pro-
gram, United States Housing Authority, Federal Housing Au-
thority, and the Federal home-loan bank, and report next
year.

My suggestion is that we give the Authority $400,000,000,
enough to carry out the next year’s program, and then next
year have a report from the Authority which will say, “Here
is in substance what we ought to do.” Instead of spending
$400,000,000, perhaps we ought to spend a billion dollars a
vear. I do not know. That is quite possible, because the
Administrator testified that he would like to house 300,000
families a year, which would mean spending a billion three
hundred and fifty million dollars a year instead of $800,000,-
000 as now suggested here.

I do not know what the result of 8 committee investigation
might be. I should be very hopeful that such a report would
show that this kind of housing is needed only in a limited
quantity, and that we could get it done cheaper, and with
a smaller subsidy, or financed through the U. S. H. A. or the
Federal home-loan bank.

My amendment does not provide any check on the progress
of the United States Housing Authority. Up to date they
have allotted $650,000,000, They have not started much
construction with that money, and they have finished noth-
ing. If we adopt my amendment the Authority will have
$150,000,000 left over, and will have $400,000,000 more. So
that during the next year they will have £550,000,000 to allot
to projects. In the period of a year and one-half, up to this
date, they have allotted only $650,000,000. So they will be
. able to proceed on a larger scale than they have heretofore.

The testimony with respect to construction showed that
under the present program we will not reach the peak of con-
struction until January 1940. The peak of construction, dur-
ing which about 175,000 men will be employed on the job,
will last from about January 1940 until May 1940. If we

! provide another $550,000,000 now, it means that that rate of
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construction can continue until May or June 1941, and we
will have plenty of time next year to provide the money which
it might be decided at that time is necessary to continue the
work beyond May 1941.

I think we want steady employment. We do not want to
pour in $950,000,000, have it all allotted tomorrow, put a
tremendous number of men to work, and then find that $950,-
000,000 a year is more than we want to spend. We do not
want to build up a tremendous employment and then throw
a lot of building mechanics out of work. That is the trouble
about the whole plan. Today there is no planned program as
to rate of construction. I asked the Administrator on that
point, and after considerable difficulty received the answer
which is printed in the REcorb.

To go ahead and every year build a definite number of
homes would be the intelligent way to approach this problem.
Incidentally, the longer we wait the cheaper it is going to be.
The Administrator himself testified that every day they are
finding new ways to cut down the cost of this particular
housing. The longer we wait the less it is going to cost us to
build the same number of family apartments. So I say,
Very well; put in your $400,000,000. That continues the
program for a period of 2 years. Think of it. Today not a
single apartment house has been opened. We do not know
what the policy is going to be. We do not know how the
Authority is going to spend the money. We do not know
how the people who are in the U. S. H. A. projects are going
to live, or whether they are going to like them, or whether the
rentals are going to be satisfactory. The thing is experi-
mental.

I state to the Senate that the proper thing to do is to
cut the amount in half, and then adopt the other amend-
ment which provides that—

A joint committee of the Senate and House of Representatives
is hereby established to consist of five Members of the House of
Representatives, to be appointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and five Members of the Senate, to be appointed
by the President of the Senate. It shall be the duty of such com-
mittee to make a coraprehensive study of the activities of the
Federal Government in the fleld of housing, particularly as admin-
istered by the United States Housing Authority, the Federal Hous-
ing Administration, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, and other
agencies of a temporary or emergency nature.

We have an experiment in Fort Wayne, Ind., and I under-
stand we have a successful experiment in Uvalde, Tex. All
those different plans could and should be considered by this
committee.

Such committee shall particularly consider—

(1) The formation of a long-range plan for stimulating slum
clearance and the construction of new housing for the lower and

mi};idle income groups with a minimum of outright Government
eubsidy;

(2) The coordination of all Government housing activity under
ongé administrative head and the consolidation or elimination of
agencies where such consolidations or elimination will promote
greater economy and efliclency in administration; and

(3) The stimulation of private investment and private industry

in the housing field.

As far as I can discover, and I went back through the
books, each one of the three different policies of the Govern-
ment has been adopted independently by a different com-
mittee after a separate investigation. Each one is the pet
of a particular group of people which thinks it knows what
ought to be done about housing. I propose here the estab-
lishment of a joint committee of the House and Senate
rather than a departmental committee, because I think the
committee will have to hold the scales of justice between
these different departments, and listen to each of their com-
plaints, and form a judgment which I hope ultimately will
be the judgment of the Senate, as to how important each
project may be, how much low-rent housing there should
be, how much private industry should do, how much stimu-
lation there would be through the insuring of loans.

I think that presents a constructive policy, and I hope very
much that the Senate may see fit to adopt both amendments
and put the United States in line for the adoption of a hous-
ing authority based on some intelligent consideration, on

| sound judgment, and on consideration for those low-income
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groups for whom the Senator from New York [Mr, WacNEr]
is so solicitous.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendments offered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
‘Tarr] on page 3, line 5, and page 3, line 13.

PURCHASE OF DUTCH POSSESSIONS IN THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE,
DUTCH WEST INDIES ISLANDS AND DUTCH GUIANA

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. President, the United States is spend-
ing on its military budget, both Army and Navy, many hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, a substantial part of which is for
items which will be obsolete in the course of a few years. If
is not a permanent investment on the books of the Govern-
ment. Would it not be the part of wisdom to invest some
of these millions in a permanent improvement of our na-
tional defense in a portion of our armor which is vulnerable?
I speak of the Caribbean Sea, and more particularly in the
crossroads of the Caribbean. I refer to that strategic island,
Curacao, which has the finest harbor in the Caribbean.

It is important today from the standpoint of sea and air
power as it was in the days of wooden ships and iron men,
when the Spaniards, the French, the English, the Dutch, and
the Portuguese fought for its control as the point of vantage
in the Caribbean. Ask our military tacticians about its im-
portance. Ask our economic experts as to its position in the
defense of our dwindling trade in South America. If we
are honest in our search for a haven for refugees which we
cannot absorb, let us examine those islands which for 300
years have been not only a haven but a heaven for the Jews
of Portugal and Spain. In fact from these islands they
have sent missionaries to the United States and have en-
dowed synagogues in our cities. Let us look at the subject
with frankness, and with a sense of realism:

Curacao sits as a sentinel in the crossroads of the Carib-
bean, athwart the sea and air routes between South America
and our eastern seaboard. It sits across the sea and air
route between the Windward Islands and Panama. It is to-
day an open approach to Central America. It could be an
unlimited and endless fueling station for a hostile fleet.

We persuaded Denmark to sell us the Virgin Islands, not
for their famous rum, but for their military value alone.

That was a wise military investment for the future. The
purchase of Florida, the Louisiana Purchase, the purchase of
Alaska, all were condemned by the unthinking at the moment.

The Dutch possessions in the Western Hemisphere consist
of the group of Dutch West Indes Islands, the main one of
which is Curacao, and Dutch Guiana—Surinam—on the
north coast of South America between French Guiana on
the east and British Guiana on the west.

LOCATION

The islands consist of Curacao, the largest and most im-
portant, and its dependendies, Aruba and Bonaire, about 50
miles off the coast of Venezuela; about 500 miles to the north-
east is a less important group, namely, Saba, St. Eustatius,
and part of St. Martin, all in the neighborhood of the Virgin
Islands and about 100 miles to the eastward of the Virgin
Islands. The two most important towns are Willemstad,
the splendid port and capital of Curacao, with 29,000 popu-
lation, and Paramaribo, on the Surinam River in Guiana,
8 miles from the sea, with a population of 40,000.

AREA

The Dutch West Indies Islands have a total area of about
400 square miles, The main island of Curacao is 40 miles
long and contains 210 square miles. Aruba contains 49 square
miles, Bonaire 95 square miles, St. Eustatius 9 square miles,
Saba 5 square miles, and Dutch St. Martin 18 square miles.
The area of Dutch Guiana is approximately 54,300 square
miles, larger than that of the great State of Iowa, making
the total area of the islands and Dutch Guiana almost 55,000
square miles. This area is equal to the size of the States of
Pennsylvania and Vermont.

TOPOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE

Coral reefs swrround Curagao Island, The island is not
mountainous but is rather flat, with some hills. The climate
is warm, dry, and healthy. The average temperature from
December to March is about 80°.
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Dutch Guiana is divided into four regions: (1) The alluvial
land along the coast about 3 miles inland; (2) the forest
region, much of which is still unexplored, whose soil is rich
and whose vegetation is dense; (3) the sandstone region,
intersected by rivers and small forests; and (4) the savan-
nahs, which consists of grassy regions and forest areas,

COMMERCE

The net tonnage entering the ports of the islands in 1935
was 19,070,226 tons, representing the tonnage of 11,382 vessels.
The tonnage of the vessels entering Dutch Guiana in 1935 was
296,997 tons, representing 227 vessels. In 1936 the import
and export trade of these islands with the United States was
approximately balanced, the imports being in excess of
$14,000,000, and the exports slightly below $15,000,000. In
1936 the total imports from all countries were valued at
$116,100,000, and the total exports at $111,516,000. The
export of mineral oils from Curagcao and Aruba in 1937
amounted to about 135,000,000 barrels, placing them among
the world’s greatest oil exporters.

However, the ratio of trade with the United States from
Dutch Guiana is not balanced, inasmuch as the imports were
of approximately $300,000 value, and the value of the exports
was approximately $1,000,000. It is, therefore, apparent that
while Dutch Guiana is a much larger territory and has
greater natural resources yet undeveloped, its foreign trade
is only a fraction of that of the Dutch West Indies Islands,
principally Curacao.

FINEST FUELING STATION IN CARIEEEAN

Curacao is located strategically in the path of the Trini-
dad-Panama shipping and athwart the New York-Venezuela
lines of communication. Willemstad in Curacao has been
described as the finest fueling station in the whole Carib-
bean. The harbor can accommodate the largest ocean
steamers. It is one of the most thriving ports in the West
Indies. A great number of vessels can dock simultaneously.
The reason for the expansion of Willemstad as an outstand-
ing Caribbean port is the oil wells of Venezuela.

ADJACENT TO RICHEST OIL LAND IN WORLD

Maracaibo, on the Maracaibo Gulf in the northwestern
corner of Venezuela, is the center of the Venezuela petroleum
industry. The Gulf of Maracaibo, however, is too shallow
for ocean-going vessels, and consequently the petroleum is
pumped through a pipe line to the Dutch island of Curacao
where it is refined and then exported through Curagao’s fine
harbor.

Venezuela is one of the richest oil-producing countries in
the world. Oil is found in an area of approximately 27,000
square miles, and of this area the Lake Maracaibo district is
the richest. Due to the inability to transport this oil directly
from the Maracaibo oil fields the Dutch island of Curacao
benefits from its capacity to refine and reexport this rich
product. The British-Dutch Royal Shell group shares the
field with the Standard Oil Co.

AMERICAN OIL AND ALUMINUM COMPANIES

The American Standard Oil Co. has established a very
large oil refinery at St. Nicholas, on Aruba Island. Ameri-
can industry therefore has penetrated into two of the most
lucrative industries in the Dutch West Indies, namely, the
bauxite or aluminum industry in Dutch Guiana at Moénge,
which is controlled by the American Aluminum Trust, and the
oil refining business in the islands of Curacao and Aruba,
where the Standard Oil Co. has great business interests.

ONE-FIFTH OF WORLD'S ALUMINUM

One-fifth of the world’s aluminum is found in Dutch and
British Guiana. The production in Dutch Guiana is about
400,000 tons per year, and in British Guiana about 300,000
tons per year. Oxide of aluminum or bauxite is the source
of commercial aluminum metal, and it is found in a rather
pure state, easily accessible for mining.

THE CROSSREOADS OF THE CARIEBEAN—A POINT OF VANTAGE

Curacao has been described as the crossroads of the Car-
ibbean Sea. The Dutch originally captured Curacao in
order to secure a point of vantage in the Caribbean. The
port of Willemstad on the island of Curacao has the finest
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harbor in this region. The Dutch used it as a base from
which to harass the Spanish shipping in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, and its military value is increas-
ing today. It must be acquired by the United States; and
socner or later it will be.

BSOME COMPARISONS

The statistics relating to shipments from the United
States to Alaska for the 12-month period for December 1938
show a total of $42,676,441, whereas the shipments to the
United States from Alaska for the same period equal $56,~
044,728. These figures relative to commerce with Alaska
are of great interest in comparison with the exports and re-
exports from the Dutch West Indies, which for the 12-month
period ending December 1938 were $42,784,879 in exports
from the United States of America. The imports to the
United States of America for the same period were $20,578,511.
The above figures relating to imports and exports are based
upon the report of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commerce, United States Department of Commerce, com-
piled by the Division of Foreign Trade Statistics.

To repeat, the exports from the Dutch West Indies for the
year 1938 were $42,000,000. In dollar value this is close to
the total mineral production of the State of Colorado in
1935, which is reported by the United States Bureau of Mines
to have been $44,413,000.

A MAREKET FOR AMERICAN AGRICULTURE

The Dutch West Indies have been, and should continue to
be, a good market for important American products—more
particularly flour, corn meal, lard, meats, and canned goods.
Part of this market was lost to South America during the
World War, and part of the market went to France and
Holland. .

Butter and cheese imports from the United States are a
substantial factor in food imports. Some of the markets
lost during the World War have not yet been recovered.

Lumber, cement, and building materials are largely im-
ported from the United States, although English and Swedish
cement are strong competitors.

POFPULATION AND RACES

A study of the population from a racial standpoint is most
interesting. For example, Dutch Guiana has a total popu-
lation of approximately 150,000, counting the so-called bush
Negroes and the aboriginal Indians. The exact number of
bush Negroes and aboriginal Indians is not definitely known.
It is stated in authentic reports, however, that there are
approximately 40,000 British Indians; 33,000 Japanese; 65,000
natives, including 17,000 bush Negroes and 2,500 aboriginal
Indians; 2,000 Chinese; and only 1,900 white Europeans.

In addition to the so-called bush Negroes there is a very
large number of plantation or town Negroes of various shades.
It is easy to understand why there is not any real national-
istic feeling among the non-Dutch portion of the population
or any attachment to the political institutions of the country.

COMMERCE CONTROLLED BY THE JEWS

In all of the Dutch West Indian Islands there are many
descendants of Portuguese and Spanish merchants of the
Jewish race, and this group has largely controlled the com-
merce of the islands, according to the Commercial and Indus-
trial Handbock issued by the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commerce (No. 212, 1922, p. 449). It is stated that they
are closely connected by partnerships and form a compact
commercial unit. They are sometimes referred to as the
“uncrowned kings” of the Dutch West Indies. These shrewd
merchants have contributed much to the prosperity of the
islands. In fact, it is an interesting historical incident that
this group extended its philanthropy to the United States by
establishing four synagogues in the United States which were
erected wholly by funds contributed by a few rich Jewish
families of the island of Curacao. These old patricians—
Portuguese and Spanish Jewish families in the islands—have
been the most influential groups from the time they settled
there around 1635.

A HAVEN FOR THE JEWS

In this day when immigration to Palestine has been re-

stricted by the British Government it would seem that the
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Dutch West Indies and Dutch Guiana might furnish a haven
for the refugees of this race. This fact should assume a spe-
cial importance, inasmuch as the existence of millions of un-
employed in the United States precludes the change of
immigration restrictions to refugees from any land. The fact
that this race has thrived in the West Indies should be an in-
ducement to other members of the same race to secure a haven
in such favorable environment. The climate of Dutch Guiana
and the islands is very favorable. It is generally warm, dry,
and healthful. In fact the climatic conditions were a strong
inducement to the original settlement of these islands by
Europeans.
DUTCH GUIANA A VIRGIN TERRITORY

Dutch Guiana, with its more than 54,000 square miles of
territory, having a population of not in excess of 150,000,
almost one-third of which is in the capital of Paramaribo,
is virgin territory for economic development. On a basis of
a population of 150,000 and an area of more than 54,000
square miles, it will be noted that there are only three
persons to the square mile of territory. From an agricultural
standpoint it will be noted that the Dutch West Indies pro-
duce a variety of crops, such as cotton, sugar, rice, coffee,
cacao, as well as other more profitable crops. Its mineral
resources include salt, phosphate of lime, gold, and bauxite.

LANGUAGE

The language depends on the locality, but is largely English
and Dutch, with a native language predominating among the
native inhabitants. Spanish is the language of the educated
classes.

A CHANGING SCENE

The changing of flags apparently has no great significance
so far as the body of the population is concerned, and
this is evidenced by the fact that these islands have been
captured and recaptured, ceded and receded, traded and
retraded, without inquiring of the desires of the native popu-
lation, and apparently without any concern on their part.
For instance, the Island of Curacao, which is the largest of
the West Indies, was settled by the Spanish in 1527; captured
by the Dutch in 1634; captured by the English in 1800;
shortly thereafter recaptured by the Dutch; recaptured by
the English in 1807; and finally restored to the Dutch in
1816. Dutch Guiana was seftled in 1630 by the English,
and in 1644 was largely taken over by the Dutch, Portuguese,
and Spanish Jews.

ENGLISH TRADED GUIANA FOR NEW YORE

The Dutch military occupied Guiana in 1666, and in 1667
the English gave up their claim to it in exchange for New
Amsterdam, later New York. It was again taken over by
the English in 1799, and was held by the English until 1818,
when it was finally recovered by iihe Dutch.

NO STRONG NATIONALISM

In none of these transfers of territory was the native
population consulted by the conquering nations, and it is
likely that the transfer of sovereignty did not have any great
effect on the sentiments of the body of people. If is equally
obvious that in a territory with such differences of language
and race and illiteracy there is an absence of any effective
national spirit.

ATR BASES AND AIR LINES

In a time of rapid expansion of air power it is interesting
to note that Dutch Guiana is on the main transport routes
from Florida and South America via the West Indies. It is
strategically situated on the Lesser Antilles and Central
America and lies across the route from the Greater Antilles to
South America.

PURCHASE OF GREENLAND

I have before me some maps which many Senators who
are familiar with the Caribbean region have examined. The
great Pan American Airways are covering this region now.
These possessions—the Dutch, the British, the French, and
the Danish—furnish excellent harbors and fine airports. I
hope, at a later date, to have considered my resolution pro-
viding for the acquisition by purchase of Greenland—sur-
veyed by our own great Lindbergh and found to be on the
great northern circle route.
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BOVIET FLYERS USE GREENLAND

Recently the Soviet flyers came across the tip of the Green-
land Peninsula. I have made some research and investiga-
tion of its resources and harbor facilities and landing facili-
ties. That land, too, must come under American dominion;
it must be acquired by purchase from the Danes in the man-
rer we acquired the Virgin Islands.

WILLEMSETAD THE BEST HARBEOR IN THE GREAT CARIBBEAN SEA

It may be stated that the Dutch West Indies afford in
‘Willemstad the best harbor in the Caribbean Sea. When one
thinks of the great territory covered by the Caribbean it is
saying a good deal to state that Willemstad is the finest har-
bor in that entire region. It is also one of the largest oil ship-
ment centers in the world. Certainly it is as much a point of
vantage today as it was in the fifteenth, sixteenth, and sev-
enteenth centuries when the maritime nations of the world
fought for its control. It lies across the air and sea lines
between our eastern coast and South America, and also
athwart the Windward Islands and the Panama Canal.
Dutch Guiana is a vast virgin territory of immense resources.
It is a vital necessity to America in her national-defense
program. Its resources are tremendous and its territory as
yet barely explored. It is American territory. It belongs to
the Panama Canal defense zone. The day will come when
the Stars and Stripes will float over its cities, fields, and
forests forever.

Mr. President, I have a brief bibliography giving infor-
mation along the line of my remarks, which I ask to have
included in the REcorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will
be printed in the REcoRrD.

The bibliography is as follows:

A Commercial and Industrial Handbook. Bureau of Forelgn
and Domestic Commerce. No. 212, 1922,

Crossroads of the Caribbean Sea, by Hendrik De Leeuw.

Dutch Problems in the West Indies. By Army Vandenbosch.

Foreign Affairs, volume 8, set I, 1930-31.
Monthly Su.mmary of Porelgn Commerce of the United States.
December

Montbly Summary of Foreign Commerce of the United States.
December 1937.

The Caribbean Cruise, by Harry L. Foster.

The Pocket Guide to the West Indies. BSir Algerion Aspinall.

The Isthmian Highway. A Review of the Problems of the Car-
ibbean. By Hugh Gordon Miller, LL. D. Foreword by Don Miguel
Crucboga, former Chilean Ambassador to the United States. Mem-
ber of the Hague Permanent Court of Arbitration. Introduction
by James M. Beck.

The South American Handbook, 1937 (published in London).

The Suez Canal. Its history and diplomatic importance. By
Charles W. Hallberg. Columbia University Press

The West Indies Year Book, 1937 (published in London).

The Statistical Annual of Surinam for the year 1935.

Tekst van het verslag van bestuur en staat van Curagao over
het jaar 1935. Rijksuitgeverlj Dienst Van De Nederlandsche Staats-
courant 1937,

Mr. LUNDEEN. I also wish to refer to the speech which
I had the privilege to deliver before the Senate on the 19th
of April 1939, concerning the war debts and the West In-
dies, in which I included the two resolutions with reference
to Greenland and the Danish and Dutch possessions, reso-
lutions which propose negotiation for purchase of all Danish
and Dutch possessions in America. That speech is to be
found in the ConcrEssIoNAL RECORD of the Seventy-sixth Con-
gress, first session, page 4456.

I ask that Joint Resolution 120 be reincorporated at this
point in the Recorp as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 120) is as follows:

RESOLUTION FOR PURCHASE OF DUTCH POSSESSIONS

Whereas adequate provision for the protection of the Panama
Canal is an indispensable feature of our national-defense policy;
and

Whereas possession of the colony of Curagac and Netherlands
Guiana by the United States would enable it to provide moaore
adequately for such protection; and

Whereas the colony of Curagao and Netherlands Guiana export
products in which the United States is deficlent and import prod-
ucts of which a surplus is produced in the United States: Therefore
be it
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Resolved, ete., That the President is authorized and requested to
enter into negotiations, in such manner as he may deem appro-
priate, with the Government of Her Majesty the Queen of the
Netherlands for the acquisition by the United States of the colony
of Curacao and Netherlands Guiana. Such negotiations shall be
conducted with a view to the making of a treaty between the Gov-
ernment of the United SBtates and the Government of Her Majesty
the Queen of the Netherlands providing for the purchase by the
United States of the colony of Curagao and Netherlands Guiana.

NEGOTIATION AND PURCHASE

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. President, in these days when we are
expending huge amounts for the Army and the Navy and
aircraft, I ask that the Senate do something constructive.
An examination of the region between the tip of Florida and
Trinidad, where one can stand on the hills and see the conti-
nent of South America, must convince the most skeptical that
the great ships of the Navy of the United States cannot reach
the Panama Canal without the permission of foreien powers.
The string of islands, the long bow string, from South Amer-
ica to the tip of Florida bars the way. That string of islands,
with a few submarines and a few mines, constitutes an im-
passable barrier. All this territory must be under the Ameri-
can flag. It can be acquired by negotiation and purchase.
ALASKA—THE LOUISIANA PURCHASE—ACQUIRED BY NEGOTIATION AND

PURCHASE

I ask Senators, who are harassed by great domestic prob-
lems such as the housing bill, which the Senate has now
under consideration, to remember that when our Government
was considering the purchase of Florida, when it was con-
sidering the purchase of Louisiana in the days of Jefferson
and Jackson and other great immortals of American history,
when it was considering the purchase of the Oregon Terri-
tory, and the Gadsden purchase, men spoke lightly of those
territories and possessions. I have had people say to me,
“What do you want with those sand bars down there in the
West Indies?” Men of intellect, men of intelligence, men of
great education, they constitute some of our finest citizens,
but I submit they are not informed about the resources of
this region. They do not know that at the harbor of Wil-
lemstad, $125,000,000 of merchandise flow in and out each
year; they do not realize that at Willemstad are some of the
greatest oil refineries of the world. They, perhaps, have
never examined into the fact that Willemstad is the finest
harbor in the entire Caribbean region, and must become an
American port.

While our State Department is so busily engaged in ven=-
tures to “save the world,” in setting up the pins for whatever
emergencies may be advancing in the future, perhaps we
might save for America some of the neighboring territory
lying just off our coast.

BERMUDA AND THE WEST INDIES

At some future day I desire to discuss the island of Bermuda,
lying in a most strategic position, which should be acquired.
I do not wish at this moment to discuss the manner and
method of acquiring Bermuda nor any of the West Indies
Islands, but at a later date I hope to do so at some length.

These islands are North American islands; they are off our
own coast. We already have Puerto Rico. Recently, it will
be remembered, we appropriated a large sum of money for air
and other defenses in Puerto Rico. Who is there today who
will deny that it was an excellent thing from a military and
naval point of view that we took over the Virgin Islands?
Away to the north is the remaining possession of the very fine
Danish people, but it is American territory. Air lines cross
Greenland. Lindbergh crossed its great plateau twice and
made a very careful examination of all its harbors and pos-
sibilities, and the Soviet fliers the other day flew over the
same region on their Moscow-New York flight. I asked them,
through an interpreter, what the plan would have been if
their ship had been compelled to come down in that region.
The reply was that they could have landed about 40 miles
north of Cape Farewell, on Greenland. Of course, planes that
are amphibian, that can be used on land or sea, can use some
of the harbors which are navigable the year around. Some of
the valleys appear very green from the air. Perhaps that is
why the country was named Greenland. The great ice cap
does not cover all land and harbors, as many suppose.
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FROM POLE TO PANAMA

All that is in the Far North. Coming down through Ber-
muda and through the Bahama Islands, and all the rest of the
West Indies, we come to the coast of South America. Here
we propose that negotiations be entered into with the Dutch
Government, a great people with a great and rich history—a
fine nation from which we can by negotiation purchase these
great possessions. They are of a right American and must
remain American, Our State Department can thus accom-
plish something a little more useful than the world-saving
business in which we are always engaging. Let us save scme
of these outlying possessions for our country while there is yet
time to do so.

MILITARY NECESSITY

We hear a great deal said on the floor of the Senate about
the possibility that some foreign power may come and take
possession of some of these islands. Very well; let us ac-
quire them now by negotiation and purchase, and then they
will be ours—these Dutch and the Danish possessions. Here
our fleets can come to anchor; here our merchants can trade;
and here great air armadas will drop down from the tropic
skies; and I cannot often enough reiterate the great resources
of these islands. I myself traveled in the independent coun-
tries of Haiti and the Dominican Republic, and in our cwn
Puerto Rico; and I can testify, so far as I have investigated,
to the great resources and the great possibilities of these
regions.

WHERE THERE IS NO VISION THE FEOFLE FERISH

I hope that in the not distant future, through negotiations
with our State Department and as a result of proper legisla-
tive action, we shall take over these islands, and that they
may become a part of the great American Union, to the great
advantage of the American people. I hear so much interna-
tionalism; it is so often said that we must do this and we
must do that for others. I want to do something for America,
for the American people, for the American Navy, and our
fleets of the air, and its many ports in outlying possessions. I
want to raise up ramparts on our own coasts, defenses un-
assailable, unconquerable so far as any foreign foe is con-
cerned should they be so mad as to assail us here on our own
ground, which I very much doubt; but, if such a thing should
happen, we can rest our defenses and ramparts here in these
possessions through negotiation and purchase, to the great
advantage of our great American people.

I thank the Senate. .

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL HOUSING ACT OF 1937

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 591)
to amend the United States Housing Act of 1937, and for
other purposes.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I am very much in sym-
pathy with the object intended to be accomplished by this
bill. I am going to vote for the bill. I believe great good
may come from its passage. I have listened, however, to
some criticisms which I thought were offered in the best
of feeling, which were constructive in their nature, and I
think were enlightening to the Senate and to the country.

As I said the other day, in the busy lives that Senators
have to lead they cannot always give to a great deal of
pending legislation the attention they would like to give.
Our civilization has become so complex, our laws have be-
come so intricate, our influence as a Nation has extended
so widely, there are so many questions of a local domestic
nature which call upon us for consideration, the awful de-
pression which has encompassed the world has taken such
heavy toll here as it has elsewhere, that often, no matter
how much we may desire to give attention to the details of
legislation, we cannot do so.

I have listened to much of the discussion on this bill, and
I think it has been very enlightening. It has occurred to
me, however, that I should like to make some suggestions
regarding the measure. They come from one who does not
claim to be an expert on the subject, one who believes it is
necessary for him in the performance of his duty as best
he can to listen to and follow the views of others who have
made a greater study of this, as I consider it, difficult but
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interesting matter. It promises, I think, great results in
the unemployment predicament in which we find ourselves.
It will bring results, as I see it, to a class of persons in whom
I feel particularly interested. Yet it seems to me, although
it may be embarrassing to say so without knowing more
than I do about the subject, that improvements along some
lines might be made in the bill.

I desire to offer briefly some suggestions for the considera-
tion of Senators and of those who will be required to carry
out the provisions of any law we may enact on this subject.
I do not know that they will be useful; I do not know that
they will be followed; but at least it may be said in their
favor that they will not cost anything.

It has always seemed to me that one of the difficulties
which must be met in such a program as this bill attempts
to carry out is that when we consider the vast number of
persons we desire to benefit, and the requirements of modern
life and modern homes, it is an impossibility to do as much
as we should like to do in a way which will bring the most
benefit to those who most need it.

All of us would like to see those who receive the lower
wages for their labor live in their own homes. The ideal
condition of the farmers and the industrial workers of the
United States would be to have every farmer own the soil he
tills, and to have every industrial worker own the home in
which he lives. There is something about owning a home
which cannot be explained, but which puts in the breast of
every man and every woman who is trying to build up a
home a pride, a satisfaction, a happiness in making the home
more comfortable, more livable, and more enjoyable.

The trouble with the homes which have been built, or those
which will be built under the present program, if I might
call it such, is that they probably cost too much money.
Yet I do not know how it is possible to build a completed
modern home for less. The idea is to build a home for as
little money as possible. It has struck me that if it is possi-
ble we ought to extend assistance to the laboring men and
the poorer classes who do not now own homes but desire to
own them.

I have before me an article on this subject which appeared
in the Washington Post on May 12, written by Dorothy
Thompson. She outlines in the article how an individual,
moved by an idea to make money safely and modestly, has
undertaken to build a number of homes for poorer people.
It is a subject about which I have thought a great deal,
and I was very much interested in this article. The theory
is that, instead of erecting complete homes, we could, if we
were careful as to the kind of people to whom we sold them,
build more houses for less money and spread the good of
public funds in building homes over a greater territory, and
satisfy a much larger number of people. The theory is not
to complete a house, but to build a home with ground enough
adjacent to it to make possible the cultivation of a garden,
the planting of trees, the raising of a few vegetables, and the
planting of flowers, so as to bring comfort and beauty to the
home. The idea is to erect an unfinished home, with the
foundation parts of it so established and so built that the
owners can continue to improve the property and eventually
get a complete, modern home. The proper procedure would
be to build a home completely modern in every respect; but if
we did that, the cost would be prohibitive for workingmen.
Miss Thompson describes in this article the building of such
homes, which, of course, would not all be the same. I am
merely offering these suggestions for those who have to
administer the housing law. In some places the kind of
heme suggested would be unsuitable perhaps. The idea
would be to build a home with a furnace in it, the home to
be unpainted, and not decorated inside. It would be wired
for electricity all through but with no electric fixtures in-
stalled. Sometimes perhaps the bathroom would be left out
but there would be a place for it. Inside toilet would be
omitted but a place would be provided for its installation.
The various steps of modernization—electrification, for
instance—could be taken from time to time by the man who
bought the home, and by the wife by his side, they working
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together, building up what would eventually be a modern,
complete home.

Such men and women get happiness out of their work
when they are building a home. The workman labors 8
hours a day, we will say, and has much leisure time, and,
with the assistance of his wife, and perhaps of his children,
if he has any, he does a vast number of things which are
necessary to make a home complete. But they probably
have not the financial ability to pay for everything at the
time the house is built. They may build a sidewalk; they
may paint the house; they may do a thousand and one
things which will beautify and make the home more com-
fortable. They plant flowers; they plant trees; they plant
shrubbery. If possible, there is a small garden. Eventually
they get a home. They would be frightened if they knew
at the start what the undertaking would cost. In many
cases the cost would be prohibitive.

Mr. President, I admit that at the outset care must be
taken as to the man who buys the home, and who must go
in debt for nearly the whole cost. It seems to me the Gov-
ernment could finance such undertakings better than any
individual could. A private individual ordinarily charges 6-
percent interest, a burden that is entirely unnecessary to
be imposed if the home is to be built by the Government
with no idea of making a profit.

It would have to be remembered that when the home was
sold it would be sold to a man who wanted a home, who
was unable to pay for it in cash, who was unable to pay
$6,000, we will say, for a home. Probably sixteen hundred
would be all he could pay.

Such a purchaser should have a long time within which
to pay for the home, and he should have a low rate of in-
terest to pay. Then, too, if he lost his job, the interest ought
to step. If he should lose his job through no fault of his
own, and could not get another, the holder of the mortgage
ought to be lenient, should not exact interest or rent if the
man had no income, and it was impossible for him to pay
anything unless by the labor of his hands he earned some
kind of an income. There would be some risk to take, but
could not a great Government afford to take it better than
a private individual, for whom the private motive enters
into the consideration?

Sometimes the scheme would fail, but in the vast number
of cases I think it would be a success. The laboring men of
the United States want homes; they want places they can
call their own; they want to help make those homes; they
want to build them up. The wives want to plant flowers and
to make the homes beautiful and comfortable. When the
children come, the parents want a proper place in which to
nurse them and care for them, and eventually they get a
completed home.

Mr. President, I ask that the article by Dorothy Thompson
to which I have referred be printed at this point in my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

On THE RECORD
(By Dorothy Thompson)
A SOCIAL INVENTOR

Sometime ago Mr. Frank Hoess, who, together with three broth-
ers, runs & machine-tool industry in Hammond, Ind., became inter-
ested in housing. Having a little money of his own, he proceeded
to do scmething about it.

What Mr. Hoess has done is interesting, but the process of his
thought, which led him to do just what he has done, 18 even more
interesting. For Mr. Hoess began by considering a specific problem
and he started his thinking process by contemplating not the ideal
house but the actual client for whom the house was to be built.

Mr. Hoess wanted to build houses for workingmen. So he first of
all tock into account the economie, social, and psychological facts
concerning workingmen. He totaled up on the ledger of his mind
the assets and liabilities of workingmen as buyers of houses.

First of all, he argued, a workingman is a man with no savings
and no assured income whatsoever. If he has savings, he 1s an
exception. Workingmen do not save except to pay for something
specific. The workingman is employed by the hour or the day or
the week. He has no annual income. If he is employed full
time—Mr. Hoess was considering workers in Gary and Hammond,
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Ind—he earns from $25 to 30 a week, on an average, but he may
bg aI} any moment employed on half time, or part time, or not
at all.

Therefore, argued Mr. Hoess, no worker under present condi-
tlons—and Mr. Hoess was not arguing about the conditions, he
was just thinking about housing to meet the conditions—there-
fore, no worker can justly be held to any rigidly fixed charges
whatsoever, since he has no guaranteed income for even a year
ahead.

What assets has the worker got? Mr. Hoess argued in his mind.
Let's not worry whether they are the kind of assets usually entered
on ledgers:

Well, he has time. He has more time than any worker has ever
had in history. If he is fully employed he works—in that region—
a 40-hour week. That means that he has leisure. Leisure-time
activity, he ruminated, consists in doing something you want to
do which you aren't compelled to do.

What else has the worker got? Usually, skillful hands. He is
a man accustomed to using his hands, and is clever with them.
What else has he? Transportation. Either he has some kind of
a car, or his neighbors and friends have, or there is a bus line
nearby, or other means of collective transportation. He doesn't
need to live shoved up against the factory

What does he want? Hoess asked himse

He does not want to be in debt, burdeneti with a greater debt
than he can see the end of. He doesn't want to mortgage his life
for 30 or 40 years. He does want a decent home for his children
in a decent community. He wants to own property. (Mr. Hoess
is convinced that the passion to own property is a basic human
passion,) He wants that property to bring him in something as
well as cost him something. He doesn't want to get something
for nothing, and he has no respect for or trust in anybody who
offers him something for nothing. He wants sscurity.

Mr. Hoess now proceeded to meet the demands of a market of
workmen inside the actual conditions of their lives. Halfway be-
tween Gary and Hammond he began putting up houses on farm
land which was along a main highroad with a bus line. The prop-
erty is 15 miles from either industrial center, so he didn't have
to pay for existing social increment. He laid out the land in
plots—and each plot is 1 acre large.

Mr. Hoess argues that if a man has an acre of land he can get
something from it. He can grow vegetables, small fruits, chickens
or rabbits, Mr. Hoess is of German origin, and he shares the Ger-
man passion for land; he thinks that every normal human being
wants to have a piece of land to call his own, and that its mere
possession gives him a psychological feeling of security. Mr. Hoess
did not landscape the acres. He planted one fruit tree on every
one—just to grow on.

If a man is earning, in good times, $26 to $30 a week, all he
can afford to pay for a house is from $1,000 to $2,500, Mr. Hoess
decided. Anybody who sells him a house costing more is selling
him a gold brick. Sconer or later he is going to default and lose
his equity.

At this price you cannot afford to offer a very luxurious dwelling,
but you can offer something better than the worker has ever had—
and Mr, Hoess is a realist. So he built “basic houses.” The $1,600
house is firmly built of steel siding and roofing of wood—he is
still experimenting to see which is better—it contains a kitchen,
a living room, two bedrooms, a small room for a bath, but without
the fixtures; a chemical toilet and an unfinished attic in which
other rooms can be built.

It is not painted nor is the interior decorated.

It has a small furnace and is wired for electricity, but has no
fixtures.

Mr. Hoess reckons that the owner of the house can do these
things himself—the painting, the installation of fixtures, and that,
given the place to put it and water in the house, he will even,
when he wants it enough, get himself a bathroom.

And it turns out that he is right. The houses are all painted,
and painted with exceptional attractiveness, each man to his taste,
with some regard for the whole effect.

Papa buys some electric fixtures somewhere—maybe out of an
old house or maybe from & mail-order house, and likes them that
much better. He finishes up the rooms in his spare time, with
the aid of his wife. Most of the houses have window boxes. He
actually likes his house better because It represents some of his
own labor.

When it comes to paying for the house, Mr. Hoess is highly
unorthodox. He charges 6 percent interest on the investment,
but a real 6 percent, not a gyp 6 percent.

It is adjusted month by month, with every payment on amortiza~
ticn.

Mr. Hoess would like his customers to be able to put down a
couple of hundred dollars as a first payment, but he has sold
plenty of houses to men who didn't have a cent for a first payment.

He reckons that the buyer would normally spend about a quarter
of his income for rent, so he figures interest, taxes, and amortiza-
tion on this basis.

But Mr. Hoess doesn’t believe that a man can be paying for a
house if he hasn’'t any income or that he can pay as much if he
is working half time as if he is working full.

So if the buyer's wages are reduced, Mr. Hoess automatically
reduces the charges on the house in exact proportion. And if he
has no income at all, Mr. Hoess suspends all payments on the
house.
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Crazy? Not at all, argues Mr. Hoess. Good business. Turn-
over is death in the real-estate business. People who know the
house belongs to them no matter what happens take excellent
care of it. “My money might as well be sitting in those houses
as in a bank,” says this queer capitalist. (I have known him even
to suspend all payments until a man paid for his wife's confine-
ment. “A worker can't pay for a baby and pay for his house at
the same time. If he has a baby, he'll care more about the
house.”)

If you want to make Mr. Hoess mad, call him a philanthropist.
He insists that he built these houses to make money, that he is
making a good 6 percent on his investment, and that that is his
sole interest in the whole venture.

He says he wants to keep his customers; that if men know that
they have a home in which is invested not only part of their
income, but part of their labor, if they have gardens from which
they can get part of their food, they will hold on, not become dis-
couraged at the first lay-off, and the houses will get paid for in
the end.

When the houses are pald for or the debt reduced to a certain
point, Mr. Hoess will enlarge and improve the house if the owner
wants it. He will build him a garage, if the owner hasn't already
bulilt it himself, or add a wing, or put in a bathroom. But at no
time must the debt be above the original limit.

One owner’s wife had a pantry full of canned corn, string beans,
and peas. Bhe sald she'd figured that they'd never paid anything
so far on the house at all, because whatever they'd paid had been
compensated by what they'd grown.

This eccentric real-estate man says that the difficulty with
a scheme like this is not with organized labor. It's with the real-
estate interests. Most real-estate men, he says, don't care a hoot
whether the customer can ever pay for the house he buys or not.
The seller is interested only in his commission. The builder has
never designed for a specific market governed by specific
conditions.

Most Government-built houses, he says, can never be paid for
by people in the low-income brackets. Either the Government is
presenting them with a gift or the Government is going to have to

evict them one of these days.
Mr. Hoess is a social inventor, This country is full of ingenious

people of this type. Only it is rarely that one stumbles across
them. There is nothing grandiose about this project. Mr. Hoess
has only built thirty-odd houses to date. But unless there is a
trick in it somewhere, he has done some very interesting, realistic
and humane thinking.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I wish to quote briefly from
the article. Miss Thompson, speaking of the cost, says:

At this price you cannot afford to offer a very luxurious dwell-

ing, but you can offer something better than the worker has ever
had—and Mr. Hoess—

Who is the man who is trying the experiment, if it be an
experiment—
is a realist. So he built “basic houses.” The $1,600 house Is
firmly built. * * * It contdins a kitchen, a living room, a
small room for a bath, but without the fixtures; a chemical toilet,
and an unfinished attic in which other rooms can be built.

It is not painted, nor is the interior decorated.

She says in another place, “Is this man crazy?” He is
proceeding on the theory that if the home buyers lose their
jobs the interest ceases. He is going to let them stay in the
houses. The Government could better afford to do that
than could a private individual, who might be pushed by
financial interests to crowd the buyers, or to foreclose on
them. But if the purchaser was doing right, if the only
difficulty was that he had temporarily lost his job, or if
sickness had made it compulsory that he use all his money
to take care of his wife, or his children, or himself, the
Government would waive payments as his ability to pay
ceased.

What kind of man would the Government get in that kind
of homes? What kind of women and children would go into
them? They would be men and women who wanted to own
a roof over their heads, who would want to have a place
which they could call their own.

Would we be afraid of that kind of a risk? Every time
they painted the house, and decorated it inside, and put in an
electric light fixture, and added something in the way of a
bathroom, the security would be better than it previously was.

Mr. President, I think it would be a good investment if
we figured it all through to the end before we started, and
decided that if anything unfortunate happened to one of
these buyers or his wife or children who were trying to build
a home, the charges and the interest should cease. They
would have a long time in which to pay for the home, with
the privilege of paying off sooner, if possible, The men and
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women who wanted homes would try to pay their debts just
as soon as they could.

Crazy? Not at all, argues Mr. Hoess. Good business. Turn-over
is death in the real-estate business. People who know the housa
belongs to them no matter what happens take excellent care of it.
“My money might as well be sitting in those houses as in a bank,”
says this queer capitalist. (I have known him even to suspend all
payments until a man paid for his wife's confinement. "“A worker
can't pay for a baby and pay for his house at the same time. If he
has a baby, he'll care more about the house.”)

How true, Mr. President! Asthat man’s family ties increace,
as children come to bless his very humble home, he will love
his home better than he ever did before. I think with the man
mentioned in the article that it is good business to save our
people, make respectable citizens of them, and let them grow
up with the knowledge that they own their own homes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of a minor amendment to the
bill. If the language of the bill remains as it is written, there
would be two sections 10. Therefore I send to the desk an
amendment, which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The CHier CLERK. On page 3, line 23, it is proposed to
strike out “Sec. 10” and to insert in lieu thereof “(10).”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con-
sideration of the amendment? The Chair hears none.

Without objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The question now recurs on the amendments offered by the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarFtl.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 1 O'CLOCK P. M. TOMORROW

Mr. BARKLEY., I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate concludes its delibezrations today it stand in recess
until 1 o’clock p. m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL HOUSING ACT OF 1937

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 591) to
amend the United States Housing Act of 1937, and for other
purposes.

Mr. BARKLEY. I now ask unanimous consent that not
later than 3 o’clock p. m. tomorrow the Senate shall proceed
to vote on the pending bill and all amendments thereto, and
I ask unanimous consent to waive the requirement of the
rule for a roll call at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to waiving
the requirement of the rule providing for a roll call prior
to entering into a unanimous-consent agreement? 'The
Chair hears none. Is there objection to the unanimous-
consent agreement proposed by the Senator from Kentucky?
The Chair hears none, and the agreement is entered into.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I have listened with un-
usual interest to every word about domestic matters that
has just been spoken by our distinguished colleague from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris], the Senate’s most useful Member. As
the result of having read an article from the pen of Miss
Dorothy Thompson, he has indeed approached a serious
problem with which we in America are confronted, a
problem which is unusually interesting from many stand-
points. He has approached a problem which interests itself
fundamentally with Americanism, about which we hear so
little during these trying times.

Mr, President, I wish to say that the senior Senator from
Nebraska hit the nail squarely on the head when during
the course of his argument he made mention of the fact
that we should take such action and enact such laws as
will cause the American public to be contented. One thing
which has really made America the greatest nation upon
the face of the earth is its love for security in the form
of home ownership. Home ownership was the initial desire
of those who first set foot upon the fertile soil of America.
Our forefathers came here seeking not only freedom of
thought and freedem of action, but having in mind home
ownership, the development of a place which they might
properly and legally declare to be their own.
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I recall having read some years ago an address made by
North Carolina's greatest man, the Honorable Zebulon B.
Vance, who was our war governor, and who later served
in this body, in which he stated that no man would shoulder
a gun for the purpose of defending a boarding house. By
that he meant exactly what the Senator from Nebraska
stated today, when he encouraged home ownership within
the confines of the United States of America. I may add
that the finest security upon the face of the earth is home
ownership. I believe with the Senator from Nebraska that
nothing can provide more interest or more contentment or
more security than ownership of a home.

Unfortunately, in a sense, a number of years ago, millions
of our people who had resided in the countryside left their
old homes and went to the cities, where great industrial
activities were taking place. Particularly in my section of
the country, the South. They left their country homes and
went to the cities because there they could find opportupity
for work for their children in such places as the textile
plants. As a result of this great industrial development in
America, as we have found in other sections of the world, the
people have left contentment, and the farm, and the great
open spaces to concentrate themselves in the metropolitan
centers.

I infer from what the Senator from Nebraska has said
that he is encouraging a back-to-the-land and a back-to-
the-home movement, a movement away from what has been
going on for a number of years past. I was delighted when
I learned the contents of the article from the pen of Miss
Dorothy Thompson, which he read in part to the Members
of this body. I think it a wonderful idea to encourage
particularly the young to seek homes for themselves, be-
cause after all there is nothing which provides such comfort
and security as does the ownership of a home.

As was stated a moment ago, if one wishes to provide him-
self with comforts, with happiness, and with security, it is
not at all necessary that he provide himself with a mansion
or & palatial dwelling or a house of any considerable pro-
portions. One does not have to have a mansion, one does
not have to be possessed of a palace, one does not have to be
possessed of a palatial residence to find happiness and con-
tentment. One can find that, Mr. President, only in one’s
self,

The trouble about the people of this country is that every-
one is trying to outdo everyone else. The happiness the
American people are seeking is a false, a varnished, an arti-
ficial happiness. John Jones is trying to outdo his neighbor
Bill Brown, who lives across the street. In other words, we
are hypocritical; we are pretentious; and we are all for
show. Instead of trying to outshine our neighbors we should
be concentrating ourselves upon seeking happiness and con-
tentment within the home and not without the home.

According to the American idea of outdoing the neighbors,
if John Jones has a baby grand piano, he will put his piano
out in the front yard so that he can show his neighbor that
he has more than his neighbor has. If John Jones has a good
garage, but purchases a Cadillac, a Rolls Royce, or a master
Buick when he has been accustomed to a Ford, John will leave
his master Buick, his Cadillac, or his Rolls Royce standing in
the street in front of the house instead of putting it in the
garage, so that he can show his neighbor Bill Brown across
the street that he has a better car than Bill Brown has.

Mr. President, the trouble with the people of America to-
day—and it applies more to America than to any other
country in the world—is that we are trying to show off. We
want to outshine our neighbors. What we should be doing
is seeking contentment, security, and happines in the proper
way.

It does not cost much to own a house. That statement
applies not only in North Carolina but in every State of the
Union. It applies to the vast territory within a radius of 50
miles of the Capital of our country. One can go into the
State of Maryland and purchase fairly good land for $15 an
acre. One can leave the Senate Office Building and within
30 minutes find himself at a lovely spot on land which can
be bought for $15 an acre.
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Let us see how cheap and how easy it would be for some
of our young married Government clerks to acquire a home
if they really wanted a home with flowers, babbling brooks,
musical streams, the chirping of birds, a profusion of vege-
tation, and the blueness of the sky. Those are the things
that bring happiness. They are the things that count. Hap-
piness is not expensive. Happiness is the cheapest thing
on the face of the earth for the person who is actually seek-
ing happiness, and who is honest with himself.

Let us see. There are thousands upon thousands of young
married couples in the Government service. They are pay-
ing anywhere from $45 to $125 a month for a little compact
apartment. It is true they are right in Washington where
everything is going on. It is true that they have electric
lights. They have fine thoroughfares, motion pictures, the-
aters, and cocktail lounges, and they can go to dances every
night. They think they are having a wonderful time. How-
ever, as suggested by the Senator from Nebraska, they would
be much happier if they were possessed of something real.

A home is the greatest thing upon the face of the earth.
Does it cost much? Not at all. Let us see. One can go into
Maryland or over yonder in Virginia, not more than 20 miles
from Washington, or certainly not more than 40 miles from
here, and buy all the land he wishes at anywhere from $9 to
$20 an acre. Many portions of that land have lovely little
streams and brooks flowing through them. One can go out
there and commune with nature.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I yield.

Mr., SCHWELLENBACH. I am very appreciative of the
lecture the Senator is giving——

Mr. REYNOLDS. It is not a lecture at all, if I may in-
terrupt the Senator from Washington. I have listened to a
very inspirational address by our distinguished colleague the
senior Senator from Nebraska, and I was merely enlarging
upon what he had to say in reference to encouraging the
American people to become home owners.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I was about to suggest to the
Senator that if he is really anxious to provide a way to bring
happiness to the people in Washington who, because of the
fact that they are in this crowded city, may not have the
happiness to which they think they are entitled, he should
suggest that they move to the Little Gem City of the Moun-
tains in North Carolina. :

Mr. REYNOLDS. I appreciate that remark immensely,
Mr. President.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That would be the acme of hap-
piness.

Mr. REYNOLDS. I appreciate the suggestion of my good
friend. He comes from the gateway to the Northwest and to
the great Alaskan Territory. He very ably represents the city
of Seattle, which unquestionably is a city of beauty and a
city of flowers. I know that statement to be true, because I
have visited that city a number of times. Every time I visit
the city of Seattle I like it better. I have noted the improve-
ment that my good friend has brought to his city, and I shall
return again in the fall. For my friend and colleague in the
Senate to recommend to all who live in Washington that they
visit Asheville, N. C., the Little Gem City of the mountains,
which daily kisses the blue heavens, is a compliment to North
Carolina, the greatest State in the Union. I thank my friend.

Mr. President, 30 minutes’ travel will carry one to Virginia
or Maryland, where he can purchase 10 acres of land for $150.
He can buy a piece of ground which has a little brook flowing
through it, and which is profuse with vegetation. He does
not have to have half a dozen rooms to begin with. Millions
of persons in this country are occupying two-room apart-
ments. Two rooms in the country can be just as large as two
rooms in the city. I might add that some of the most attrac-
tive places I have ever seen in my life are small places all on
one floor.

I see my colleague from Tennessee [Mr. McEerLar] in the
Chamber. The eastern section of his State, which is a
beautiful section, at one time was a part of North Caroclina.
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In that section of the country one can find some of the most
attractive little places he could ever wish o feast his eyes
upon.

Mr, McKELLAR, Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I yield.

Mr. McEKELLAR. Let me say that that section of the
State of Tennessee is even an improvement upon North
Carolina.

Mr. REYNOLDS. I cannot say that it is an improvement
upon North Carolina; but I will say that the people of that
section have made great progress, because they have had
the inspiration of North Carolina as an example for their
direction and progress.

Mr. President, 10 acres of land at $15 an acre would cost
$150. One can buy from some of the companies in the
Northwest houses in the form of bungalows which are al-
ready patterned, the timbers of which are already cut, for
about $450, which includes the price of erection by carpen-
ters at their daily wage in the respective sections of the coun-
try. Four hundred and fifty dollars added to $150 makes
$600; and we will add $400 for fencing, furnishings, such
painting as may be desired, the purchase of a couple of little
pigs—cute little things [laughterl—and the purchase of a
good milk cow which will give milk and cream from which
butter and buttermilk can be made. The intensive culti-
vation of 1 acre of land would produce enough during the
spring and summer to provide the family with fresh and
wholesome vegetables. If the housewife is sufficiently in-
dustrious she can can sufficient food, as Senators who have
lived on farms know, to feed a family of five during the
greater portion of the winter.

So I say, Mr. President, that what we need in this country
is decentralization. Years ago we interested ourselves in
flocking to the cities to find employment with the great in-
dustrial enterprises, as we did in North Carolina when the
textile industry moved from Massachusetts to North Caro-
lina. We can decentralize the cities, where there are mil-
lions upon millions of unfortunate people for whom we en-
deavor to supply comforts today by our housing program.

Mr. President, I again thank my good friend from Wash-
ington [Mr. ScaweLLENBACH] for his contribution to my
remarks. I assure him that our Department of Development
and Conservation in North Carolina will be indebted to him
for providing me the opportunity once again to advertise to
the world that North Carolina is the greatest, most historie,
and most progressive State in the Union, and that western
North Carolina, where I live, is the most beautiful spot that
has ever been kissed by God’s warm, mellow, golden sunshine.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
the consideration of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La FoLLETTE in the
chair) laid before the Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate
proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr, SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
reported favorably the nomination of Col. Thomas Matthews
Robins, Corps of Engineers, to be Assistant to the Chief of
Engineers, with the rank of brigadier general, for a period of
4 years from date of acceptance, vice Brig. Gen. Max C.
Tyler, Assistant to the Chief of Engineers, to be relieved and
appointed president of the Mississippi River Commission.

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably
the nominations of several officers, for appointment, by
transfer, in the Regular Army.

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry
postmasters.
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He also, from the Committee on Appropriations, reported
favorably the nomination of Harry A. Wortham, of Ken-
tucky, to be regional director, region 3, Federal Emergency
Administration of Public Works.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed
on the Executive Calendar.

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk
will state the nominations on the Executive Calendar.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Edward J.
Noble to be Under Secretary of Commerce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection,
nomination is confirmed.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that the
President be notified of the confirmation of the nomination
of Mr. Noble.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordéred.

the

UNITED STATES MARITIME COMMISSION
The legislative clerk read the nomination of Max O'Rell
Truitt to be a member of the United States Maritime Com-
mission.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection,
nomination is confirmed.
COAST GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

The LecisLATIVE CLERK read the nomination of Leon
Claude Covell to be Assistant Commandant of the Coast
Guard of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection,
nomination is confirmed.

POSTMASTERS

The LecistATIvE CLERK proceeded to read sundry nomi-
nations of postmasters.

Mr. McEELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations of postmasters be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

That completes the Calendar.

NOTIFICATION TO THE PRESIDENT OF CONFIRMATIONS

Mr. SHEPPARD. I ask unanimous consent that the
President be notified of the confirmation of the Army nomi-
nations which were confirmed at the last executive session of
the Senate, held on June 5.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

the

the

RECESS

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, under the order previ-
ously entered, I move that the Senate recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the mo-
tion of the Senator from Kentucky.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 3 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess, the recess being, under
the order previously entered, until tomorrow, Thursday,
June 8, 1939, at 1 o'clock p. m.

NOMINATIONS
Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate June 7 (legis-
lative day of June 5), 1939
LIERARIAN OF CONGRESS
Archibald MacLeish, of Connecticut, to be Librarian of
Congress.
ASSISTANT TO THE COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE
John L. Sullivan, of Manchester, N. H., to be Assistant to
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, in place of Milton E.
Carter, resigned.
APPOINTMENT IN THE NAVY
Rear Admiral Chester W. Nimitz to be Chief of the Bureau
of Navigation, in the Department of the Navy, with the rank

of rear admiral, from the 15th day of June 1939, for a term
of 4 years.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Ezeculive nominations confirmed by the Senate June 7
(legislative day of June 5), 1939

UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
Edward J. Noble to be the Under Secretary of Commerce.
UNITED STATES MARITIME COMMISSIONER

Max O'Rell Truitt to be a member of the United States
Maritime Commission.

Coast GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES
Leon Claude Covell to be the Assistant Commandant in
the Coast Guard of the United States.
POSTMASTERS
ARIZONA

Woodie A. Gatlin, Patagonia.
William D. Boardman, Payson.
Sparlin B. Boner, Seligman.
Joseph M. Balsz, Yuma.
GEORGIA

Leonidas F. Livingston, Atlanta.
Brandon H. Rampley, Carnesville.
Pierce E. Cody, Collins.

Norma W. Hawes, Elberton.
Jessie T. Freeman, Greenville,
Lorena B. Tucker, Ocilla.

Clyde S. Young, Rebecca.

Gertie B. Gibbs, Ty Ty.

Tilden A. Adkins, Vienna.

IOWA

Thomas B. O’Donnell, Anthon.
Henry S. King, Ashton.

Walter G. Lane, Baxter.

Zoe P. Way, Bussey.

Frank B. Baldwin, Cedar Rapids.
Lester A. Falcon, Central City.
Anna M. Stephenson, Deep River.
Myrtle E. Smith, Edgewood.
Gordon J. Mosby, Elgin.
Harry L. Conway, Elma.

Sadie J. Callahan, Epworth.
Julius J. Chekal, Fort Atkinson.
Harry R. Merchant, Garrison.
Eva L. Ochs, Garwin.

Harry W. Kelly, Grandmound.
Howard Colon, Hamburg.

John Moeller, Ireton.

Thomas H. Thompson, Kanawha.
George A. Norelius, Kiron.
Daniel P. O’Connor, Lawler.
John E. McHugh, Lisbon.

James B. Gilroy, Lost Nation.
Frank G. Huebsch, McGregor.
Mattie M. Bridges, Moville.
James B. Bellamy, Nashua.

Ray O. Bass, Ogden.

James G. Casey, Osage.

Simon H. Wareham, Peterson.
Frank M. Halbach, Primghar,
Ruth M. Emmett, Reinbeck.
Charles E. Horning, Richland.
Andrew L. Anderson, Ringsted.
Nellie ¥. Hyde, Rowan.
Charles E. Miller, St. Ansgar.
Peter C. Hollander, Schleswig.
Leroy S. Gambs, Smithland.
John Ray Dickinson, Soldier.
Jonathan F. White, South English.
Vane E. Herbert, Storm Lake.
Ida E. Larson, Swea City.

Glen P. Weatherhead, Tabor.
Richard P. Tank, Walcott.
Jack G. Chapman, Washta.
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Mpyrtle Ruth Lash, What Cheer.
William Hoker, Wheatland.
Ernest Reitz, Wyoming.

KANSAS
Philip W. Heath, Abilene.
Etta Le Ford, Argonia.
Albert H. Gillis, Kansas City.
Walter R. Dysart, Parker.
Nell M. Bowles, Walnut.

MAINE

Ivy L. Babbidge, Darkharbor.

Adelard J. Dumais, Livermore Falls.

William E. Baker, Lubec.

Alfred Boivin, Mexico.

Bernard A. Davis, Norridgewock.

Carl C. Virgin, Ridlonville,

Ernest A. Atwood, Seal Harbor.

George G. Plumpton, South Eliot.

Harry S. Stone, West Paris.
MASSACHUSETTS

Mary E. Brady, Agawam.

Frederick J. Wangler, Beverly Farms.

William E. Hallahan, Charlemont,

Charles L, Jepson, Cheshire.

Charles J. Dacey, Conway.

Merritt C. Skilton, East Northfield.

Ella M. Harrington, Jefferson.

Agnes M. Butler, Millville.

Douglas H. Knowlton, South Hamilton,

Thomas J. Ashe, Springfield.

MICHIGAN
John H. Robson, Jr., Ovid.
MISSISSIPPL
Thomas A. Chapman, Friar Point.
Martha B. Gray, Robinsonville.
Edgar L. Dear, Sledge.
James C. Lamkin, Yazoo City.
NORTH DAKOTA
Eugene H. Mattingly, Jamestown.
Oral L. Noble, Jud.
Nellie Dougherty, Minot.
WISCONSIN
Raymond J. Dufeck, Denmark.
Anna Loftus, De Soto.
Harry F. Kelley, Manitowoc.
Martin J. Bachhuber, Mayville.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 7, 1939

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr. J. L. Fendrich, Jr., pastor of the Metropolitan Preshy-
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered the following
prayer:

Father of All Mercies, God of All Wisdom, we invoke Thy
divine blessing upon this assembly of men, and pray Thee this
day as we come again to the tasks to which we are called

that each one of us may realize that in the exercise and dis-

charge of high duties we do that for which man is best
suited. Shed abroad in our hearts Thy love. Overrule our
errors by Thy wisdom. Guide the destiny of the Nation and,
if it be Thy will, keep us in paths of peace. Give us hearts of
gratitude that we may study to learn Thy law and Thy
statecraft, Through Jesus Christ, in whose name we pray.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a joint resolution of the House of the following title:

H. J. Res. 286. Joint resolution to provide for the lending to
the Virginia Military Institute of the equestrian portrait of
Gen. Winfield Scott now stored in the Capitol.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United
States was communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the House that on the
following dates the President approved and signed bills and
a joint resolution of the House of the following titles:

On June 5, 1939:

H.R.913. An act to prchibit the unauthorized use of the
name or insignia of the 4-H clubs, and for other purposes;

H. R. 2345. An act for the relief of R. H. Gray;

H.R.5601. An act for the relief of John T. Clarkson; and

H. J.Res. 189. Joint resolution to define the status of the
Under Secretary of Agriculture, and for other purposes.

On June 6, 1939:

H.R.2044. An act for the relief of R. Dove and Laura J.
Dove;

H.R.3074. An act for the relief of Edgar Green;

H.R. 3300. An act for the relief of Grace Rouse;

H.R. 3646. An act to authorize certain officers and em-
ployees to administer oaths to expense accounts; and

H.R.5756. An act to amend section 509 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, as amended.

MARKING OF PACKAGES CONTAINING WILD ANIMALS AND BIRDS AND
PARTS THEREOF

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, on Monday last during my
absence the House considered and passed the bill (H. R.
4637) to amend section 243 of the Penal Code of the United
States, as amended by the act of June 15, 1935 (49 Stat. 378),
relating to the marking of packages containing wild animals
and birds and parts thereof. An identical bill (S. 1031)
passed the Senate on May 29. I asked for the immediate
consideration of the Senate bill by the House Committee on
Agriculture, my request was granted, and the committee re-
ported the bill favorably. I now ask unanimous consent,
Mr. Speaker, to take from the Speaker’s table the bill
S. 1031 for immediate consideration and passage, inas-
much as the House discussed and passed an identical bill
on Monday last. I take this time merely to explain the
situation and expedite the procedure.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate hill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 243 of the act of March 4, 1909,
entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws of
the United States,” as amended by section 201 of the act of June
15, 1935 (49 Stat. 378), is hereby amended so as to read as follows:

“Sec. 243. All packages or containers in which wild animals or
birds, or the dead bodies or parts thereof (except furs, hides, or
gkins of such animals, for which provision is hereinafter made),
or the eggs of such birds are shipped, transported, carried, brought,
or conveyed, by any means whatever from one State, Territory, or
the District of Columbia to, into, or through another State, Terri-
tory, or the District of Columbia, or to a foreign country, shall be
plainly and clearly marked, labeled, or tagged on the outside
thereof with the names and addresses of the shipper and consignee
and with an accurate statement showing by number and kind the
contents thereof: Provided, That packages or containers in which
migratory birds included in any convention to which the United
States is a party, or the dead bodies or parts thereof or eggs of
such birds, are shipped, transported, carried, brought, or conveyed,
as aforesaid, shall be marked, labeled, or tagged as prescribed in
any such convention or law or regulation thereunder.

“All packages or containers in which the furs, hides, or skins of
wild animals are shipped, transported, carried, brought, or con-
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veyed, by any means whatever, from one State, Territory, or the
District of Columbia to, into, or through another State, Territory,
or the District of Columbia, or to a foreign country shall be
plainly and clearly marked, labeled, or tagged on the outside
thereof with the names and addresses of the shipper and consignee.”

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

CONFEDERATE VETERANS' 1939 REUNION, TRINIDAD, COLO.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Colorado?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, on Monday the
House passed the bill (H. R. 3945) to authorize the use of
War Department equipment for the Confederate Veterans’
1939 Reunion at Trinidad, Colo., August 22, 23, 24, and 25,
1939, which was on the Consent Calendar. I learned only
this morning that the Senate, on April 20, passed an identical
bill, 8. 1243. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill S. 1243 for immediate con-
sideration and passage.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is
hereby, authorized to lend, at his discretion, to the reunion com-
mittee of the United Confederate Veterans, for use at the Na-
tional Confederate Veterans’' reunion, to be held at Trinidad, Colo.,
August 22, 23, 24, and 25, 1939, 2 hospital ward tents, with all
pegs, peles, and equipment necessary for their erection; 1 storage
tent complete with all equipment; 1 large wall tent complete
with all equipment; 6 small wall tents complete with all equip-
ment; 10 pyramidal tents complete with all equipment; 650 14-
quart G. I. buckets; 2,000 blankets, olive drab, wool; 1,000 cots,
iron; 1,000 comforters; 1,000 cotton-felted pillows complete with
cotton pillowcases; 2,000 cotton bedsheets: Provided, That no
expense shall be caused the United States Government by the
delivery and return of sald property; the same to be delivered
from the nearest quartermaster depot at such time prior to the
holding of said reunion as may be agreed upon by the Secretary of
War and the Confederate Reunion Committee: Provided further,
That the Secretary of War, before delivery of such property, shall
take from said reunion committee of the United Confederate Vet-
erans a good and sufficient bond for the safe return of said property
in good order and condition, and the whole without expense to
the United States.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

CLASSIFIED EXECUTIVE CIVIL SERVICE

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado, from the Committee on Rules,
submitted the following privileged resolution, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and ordered printed:

House Resolution 217

Resolved, That immediately upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be In order to move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of H. R. 960, a bill extending the classified executive
civil service of the United States. That after general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee on the Civil Service,
the bill shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute rule.
At the conclusion of the reading of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the same to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion except one motion to
recommit, with or without instructions.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given permission to extend
his own remarks in the REcorbp.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
insert in the REcorp during the debate in Committee of the
Whole on the Sceial Security Act certain material, including
the summation of findings by the Interorganization Counecil
of Indiana, a very brief excerpt, and a letter from William H.
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| Book, the vice chairman of the Chamber of Commerce of
the City of Indianapolis.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. LupLow]?
There was no cbjecticn.
PRESENTATION OF MONUMENT TO THE PEOPLE OF GREECE

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the House joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 294) providing for the presentation by the Presi-
dent of the United States of a certain monument to the people
of Greece.

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. O'Nearl?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, as I understand, this is a gift of Amer-
icans of Greek descent to the people of their native country?

Mr, O'NEAL. The Order of Sons of Pericles, which is the
Junior Order of Ahepa, a very patriotic Greek society, has
raised money for a memorial to be placed in Missolonghi,
Greece, commemorating the participation of Americans in
the war for freedom of Greece in 1821, No money is involved
in this resolution whatever. I believe the State Department
is very agreeable to the passage of this joint resolution.

Mr. FISH. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, is
it not a fact that there has been a very close relationship
between the American people and the Greek people, and
that this is simply an effort to cement that friendship of
long standing between two free people?

Mr. O'NEAL. That is true. Even the President of the
United States went so far in 1821 as to express the great
friendship and regard America had for Greece.

Mr. FISH. I call the attention of the gentleman to the
fact that the House of Representatives did a very unusual
thing a few years ago in passing a simple resolution con-
gratulating the Greek people on the one hundredth anni-
versary of their independence.

Mr. O'NEAL. This feeling has always existed.

Mr. Speaker, I shall be pleased to make a further explana-
tion of this resclution if anyone so desires.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no cbjection,

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows:

Resolved, etc., That the President is authorized and directed on
behalf of the Order of the Sons of Pericles (the Junior Order of
Ahepa), a national fraternity of youthful American citizens of
Helenic descent, and on behalf of the people of the United States,
to present to the people of Greece, or provide through the American
Minister to Greece for the presentation to the people of Greece of,
the monument recently erected by the said Order of the Sons of
Pericles in the Garden of Heroes at Missolonghi, Greece, the shrine
of Greek independence, as a tribute to and in commemoration of
those patriotic Americans who, aided by the moral and material
support and assistance of the entire American people, gave their
services, their fortunes, and their lives to the cause of Greek
independence in the Greek Revolutionary War of 1821.

With the following committee amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following:

“That the President is authorized and requested on behalf of
the Order of the SBons of Pericles (the Junior Order of Ahepa),
a national fraternity of youthful American citizens of Hellenic
descent, to provide through the American Minister to Greece for
the presentation to the people of Greece of the monument recently
erected in the Garden of Heroes at Missolonghi, Greece, the shrine
of Greek independence, as a tribute to and in commemoration of
those patriotic Americans who, aided by the moral and material
support and assistance of the entire American people, gave their
services, their fortunes, and their lives to the cause of Greek
independence in the Greek Revolutionary War of 1821.”

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read
a third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

The title was amended so as to read: “Joint resolution
providing for the presentation through the American Minister
to Greece of a certain monument to the people of Greece.”
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Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my own remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include therein a part of the report on House
Joint Resolution 294, which has just been passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from EKentucky [Mr. O’NEaL]?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Speaker, the Order of Sons of Pericles,
tha Junior Order of Ahepa, is a fine patriotic society, like its
senior, the Ahepa. They have done a magnificent thing in
providing for this memorial, and I take pleasure in including
as a permanent record a part of the committee report upon
this bill. I also wish to express my appreciation to Mr.
RoBeERT ALLEN, Congressman from Pennsylvania, for the great
interest he exhibited in this bill.

The Order of Sons of Pericles, the Junior Order of Ahepa, was
instituted as a fraternal organization on January 30, 1926, in Man-
chester, N. H. Today the fraternity has initiated into its ranks
over 8,000 members and has a total of 202 chapters, 196 in the
United States and 6 in the Dominion of Canada, during the short
13 years of 1ts existence.

The membership of the Order of Sons of Pericles is composed of
youths of Hellenic descent, between the ages of 14 and 23, who are
today organized in an organization, Natlion-wide in scope and
activity, with a full program of education, sports, mutual aid and
benefit, and the establishment of fraternal bonds of mutual good
will and cooperation.

Like its senior order, the Order of Ahepa, a national order of
American-Hellenic citizens of the United States, the Order of Sons
of Pericles yearly gives scholarship aid to its members. However,
not only does the order give scholarship ald to its members but it
also coffers them summer camps, district and sectional meetings and
conclaves; intersectional and interdistrict competitions in all sports;
an annual excursion to Greece, which is offered to bring to our
members a glance into the lives of the youth of other lands; an
outlined educational program in the very chapter rooms and a
healthful and broadening experience in social contacts; and the
problems of cooperation and unity between and among individuals
and groups, as well as aid in securing employment and a chance in
their respective vocations in life.

As a part of its program of further cementing and binding the
good will that exists between the two countries of America and
Greece, the Order of Sons of Pericles, under the direction of Mr. John
F. Davis, of Scranton, Pa., chairman of the supreme advisory board
of the Sons of Pericles, has erected a monument in the city of
Missolonghi to the memory of those noble and valiant philhellenes
of America who in the years of 1821-30 alded the struggling patricts
in securing their independence from Turkey, after 400 years of
slavery and oppression.

Almost every important nation, with the exception of America,
today has erected monuments at the city of Missolonghi in memory
of their nationals who fought for and aided Greece in her revolu-
tion of 1821. Enowing this fact and feeling the great need of a
monument of recognition to those great Americans, the Order of
Sons of Pericles has completed its memorial to the philhellenes of
America of 1821, and will hold the unveiling on July 4, 1939, during
the annual Sons of Pericles excursion to Greece.

Greece, the light of the world for over 2,000 years, fell beneath
the armies of the Mohammedan Turks in 1456 with the fall of
Constantinople. Shortly thereafter all of Greece became a subject
of the Turkish pashas, and for 400 years, until her successful strug-
gle for freedom that opened on March 25, 1821, that resulted in her
final freedom as a free nation and people, Greece was but a prov-
ince of Turkey, and under Mohammedan rule, Greece, the center
and the first believer in and adopter of Christianity, saw her great
churches turned into Mohammedan mosques, and in Greece Chris-
tianity slept quietly but with open eyes and ready mind until her
day should come once again.

The fight for independence was centered in the city of Misso-
longhi, Greece, today named the Holy City because of the great
siege staged there and the many sacrifices given by the Greek
patriots in defending the city. The slege lasted through 4 weary
years. In the city only 410 fighting men at one time defended the
thousands of old men, women, and children gathered there, while
80,000 Turkish soldiers constantly hammered at the walls. They
were 4 years of starvation, misery, and disease for the defenders.
Time and again they were saved from complete annihilation by
courageous and foolhardy attacks on the Turkish Armies by Greck
patriots who came down from the mountains to worry the slegers
in attempts to drive them away from the city. Defeat for those in
the city meant death under the sword.

The Turkish pashas were determined that their revolting sub-
jects should pay with their lives for their uprising. The popula-
tions of many cities were wiped out, and the struggle could but
either end in victory for the Greek patriots or in their complete
massacre under the Turkish swords. Christianity was waging its
bitterest struggle, determined to push the Mohammedan out of
Europe or resign itself to death.

On April 10, 1826, Missolonghi fell, and the city with its in-
habitants was destroyed and left a burning pyre. Only 2,000
citizens, with superhuman efforts, broke through the lines and
escaped into the nearby hills,
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Slowly the world had learned of the struggle in Greece, and
' the response of the American people was Instantaneous and
. complete.

On December 4, 1822, President James Monroe expressed the
hope and the earnest bellef that Hellas would become a Iree
nation and that she would attain her rightful place among the
nations of the world as her due. Henry Clay, Daniel Webster,
and other great legislators of the day, gave impassioned pleas in
Congress in support of the cause of Greece. Beveral States recog-
nized, in their legislative acts, the fact that a nation, Greece,
was waging a fight for independence, and the parallel was shown
and drawn, showing the comparison between the struggle waged
by the Original Thirteen Colonies against England in the Revolu-
tionary War.

Samuel Gridley Howe, of a well-known Boston family, educator
and physician, was Greece's greatest active champion in America.
He served as surgeon in chief of the Green Fleet. George Jarvis,
Jonathan P. Miller, Estiwick Evans, and others held active service
in the ranks of the Greek patriots. When Howe returned to the
United States he spread everywhere the call for ald for the
Greeks, and the response was immediate.

In Boston, Philadelphia, New York, and other citles Greek relief
funds were created and money, food, and clothing sent to Greece
to ald the patriots. The cities of Wilmington, Del., Bristol, R. I,
Hartford, Conn., and Springfield, Mass., raised large sums that
were sent abroad to Greece. The undergraduate students at Yale
University gathered $500, and Columbia University in New York
City, the Theological School at Andover College in Massachusetts,
and other educational institutions sent contributions. Students
and instructors could never forget the wvast stores of learming
that had come down to them from the days of Greece's Golden
Age, and they were hopeful that their aid might, in some small
measure, repay the great blessings that Greece has given the world
in learning, art, and human development. Two churches in
Boston each gave $300. On January 8, 1824, a large ball was
held in New York City, tickets selling for 85 each. Over 2,000
attended the affair, and the entire proceeds was given to the
Greek relief fund and sent to Greece. By the end of April
1824 New York City philhellenes, alone, had sent more than
$32,000 to Greece, a considerable amount in those early days.

Influential families in America adopted young Greek orphans,
refugees, that were left homeless on the battlefields of Greece.
Many of these young boys later rose to high Government and
professional positions in American life.

The Sons of Pericles memorial reflects, in entirety, the beliefs
and the principles of the members of the order, an organization
founded in America, the adopted countiry of their parents. It is
fitting, also, that the Order of Sons of Pericles present to the
people of Greece, from the citizens of the United States, this
memorial in memory of American philhellenes, for it is a tribute
from the citizens of one Nation, America, founded by men who
struggled for the right of self-determination, religious freedom,
and political representation; given by an organization, the Sons
of Pericles, which has developed its program and growth on those
principles; to a nation, Greece, whose history has been a continual
struggle for those self-same principles and ideals.

The memorial has been erected as a friendly gesture of interna-
tional amity and good will, in order to effect a closer understand-
ing between the two Nations, the United States of America and
Greece, and in the fervent hope of retaining and furthering those
bonds of friendship now existent between the peoples of these
nations.

We have endeavored to bring out, briefly, the struggle in
Greece and her debt to the citizens of the United States of
America. America also owes a debt of gratitude to those scores
of American philhellenes who alded Greece.

The Order of Sons of Pericles the Junior Order of Ahepa com-
posed of members who are native-born citizens of the United
Btates of America of Greek descent seeing the need of a suitable
and appropriate monument to the memory of those great men,
has erected the Sons of Pericles memorial to the philhellenes of
America of the Greek revolutionary war of 1821, The monument
is being presented to thé citizens of Greece, by the Order of Sons
of Pericles, on behalf of the people of the United States of
America.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
an editorial from the St. Louis Globe Democrat upon the
subject of our foreign policy.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN J. KEENNEDY. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the REcorp and
to include a brief constructive suggestion from a New York
contractor regarding W. P. A.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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Mr. LEAVY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the ReEcorp and to include therein
a brief article in the Portland Oregonian concerning the
Grand Coulee Dam and that development.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr, BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein speeches made by Senator William H. King, Gov.
Herbert H. Lehman, Mayor Fiorello H. LaGuardia, and
others, including the program at the New York World Fair,
1939, at the dedication of the Palestine pavilion on Sunday,
May 28, 1939.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
could not hear a word that the gentleman said.

Mr. BLOOM. I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp and to include therein speeches made
by Senator King, Mayor LaGuardia, Governor Lehman, and
others at the dedication of the Palestine pavilion at the New
York World Fair.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to
include therein an address by Postmaster General Farley,
made to the Virginia Division of Postmasters, at Charlottes-
ville, on yesterday.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
about every day we get a request to put in the Recorp a
speech of Postmaster General Farley. Is he putting these
speeches in the Recorp as Postmaster General or are they
made as the Democratic national chairman in this tour he
is making to try to find out who is going to be the next
Democratic President?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If the gentleman will read the
speech I am sure he will get that information and I believe
it will do him some good.

Mr. RICH. I am sure he has had more speeches put
in the Recorp than any other man who ever held public
office,

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. McGRANERY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the House for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGRANERY. Mr. Speaker, I was much amazed, as
I suppose the membership of the House was, to learn that
a distinguished Irish soldier and citizen was placed under
arrest by our Government and held incommunicado in
Detroit. This gentleman I know. He is a distinguished
soldier and citizen of Ireland and a scholar. He has no
intention whatever of either endangering the life or affront-
ing the dignity of Their Majesties while here. It seems to
me to have been a very stupid blunder on the part of our
Government. If, during the early days of the critical period
of our history when the Colonies were not only not recog-
nized but totally discredited in the eyes of the world when
we sent Franklin to France, the same thing had happened
to him, God knows what might have happened to the Ameri-
can cause. Franklin created a new confidence in our cause
and raised money.

There will be a meeting in my office this afternocon of a
very substantial number of the Members of this House in
order to find out just what the reason or the attitude of
the Government or the Department that placed him under
arrest was in the matter, and to insist upon carrying out
the law as I understand it.
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Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGRANERY. I yield.

Mr. FISH. Under what Federal law has he been arrested?

Mr. McGRANERY. I do not know; none that I know of.

[Here the gavel fell.]
AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC LAW NO.

CONGRESS

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill (H. R. 3386) to amend Public Law No. 190
of the Sixty-sixth Congress, which has been referred to
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation, be
rereferred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississipppi?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr, Speaker, I want to join in the pro-
test made by my distinguished friend from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McGraneErY] in protesting against the action of the
Department of Justice in jailing in Detroit, Mich., a dis-
tinguished Irish citizen who is here on a lecture tour. He
is here on a lecture tour just like Dr. Benes, the former
President of Czechoslovakia, is here on a lecture tour, mind-
ing his own business. He is here on a valid passport. The
action in detaining Mr. Sean Russell demonstrates the in-
fluence of the British Government in the United States
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when Scotland Yard can wire the Department of Justice in
‘Washington to pick up an innocent man on the flimsy pre-
text that he may possibly do some harm to the distinguished
guests who are coming here tomorrow. This move is de-
signed to cast aspersions upon the Irish race in the United
States. Our protest against the visit will be vocal; it will
never be physical under the circumstances.

I hope there will be enough Members of this Congress to
join with Mr. McGranerY and some more of us in laying our
protests before the State Department this afternoon. [Ap-
plause.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DARROW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein an
address by Will H. Gibson, former secretary of state of the
State of Idaho, on the subject of Public Education.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

THE INDEETEDNESS OF FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS TO THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp at this point and to include
two or three tables prepared and furnished for me at my re-
quest by the Treasury Department.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to place in the
Recorp at this point a statement showing the total payments
received on account of indebtedness of foreign governments
to the United States as of March 1, 1939, as furnished me
by the United States Treasury Department yesterday.

Total payments received on account of indebtedness of foreign gmmmeﬂts. to the United States as of Mar. 1, 1939

On funded debts On debts ‘prrisr to funding !
Country Total g{gﬂents
Principal Interest Principal Interest
Belgium $52, 101, 273. 24 §17, 100, 000, 00 $14, 490, 000. 00 $2, 057, 630. 37 $18, 543, 642, 87
R e b B T e L e s D 1R TAE A8 | e ) e e 10, 000, 000, 00 2, 286, 751. 58
Orechoslovekis_ . ____ | e 20, 134, 092. 26 y | B 7 e L TSR R T iy 304, 178. 09
Estonia 1, 248, 432, 07 b
I‘f i e T, 5, 495, 905, 77
___________________________ ----| 486,075, 591,00 , 000.
Germnv (Austrlsn mdeblodness) ¥ . . el 862, 668. 00 862, (68,
GmtB ............. s 2, 024, 848, 817. 09 232, 000, 000, 00 | 1,232, 770, 518. 42 357, 806, 657. 11
4, 039, 888. 01 €81, 000. 00 i B 89& 813. 00 1,159, 153. 34

Huncary el e 497, 950. 80 73, 995. 50 753, 04
§ 97 R S et S (L S S 100, 829, 830, 16 87, 100, 000. 00 &, 7!30. "D& 26 57, 588, 852.
Latvia 761, 549. 07 9, 200. 00 621, 520. 12 130, 828. 95
Liberia. . G i B RS SR e S B e e e 10, 471. 56
Lithuania 1, 237, 956. 58 2534, 783. 00 1, 001, 6246. 61 1, 548, 97
boh [y, 1o | bR et e e g el PE BT T AR B RS el 26, 625, 43
Poland. ... J 22, 646, 297, 55 1, 237, 207, 87 10, 310, 775. 90 2,048, 224. 28
Bamanta: oo e e e R e T e 4,791,007, 22 , 700, 000. 00 , 061 263, 313. 74
Russia... T T e T D R, ALY, s I e S 8, 750, 311. 88
Yugoslavia___ 2, 588, 771. 69 1 225,000 004 |- - Lo s e ai i iil 727,712. 55 636, 0569. 14

Total 2, 749, 402, 401. 37 475, 631, 771. 60 | 1,820, 515,892.16 | 281, 990, 595. 89 671, 354, 430.

1 Includes cash received upon execution of debt-funding agreements amounting to $4,768,606.14, of which amount $600,639.83 was applied on principal and $4,167,966.31 on

interest.

1 The German Government has been notifled that the Government of the United Etates will locok to the German Government for the discharge of the indebtedness of the

Government of Austria to the Government of the United States

I also append a statement showing the total indebtedness of foreign governments to the United States as of March 1,

1939.
Statement showing total indebtedness of foreign governments to the United States, Mar. 1, 1939
lnterggt pogtp Inéemtpslsmd dd
i PO an and un under
Country Total nl;tiebted Principal unpald!| payable under funding and
moratorinm moratorium
agreements agreements
Funded debts:
Belgium______ $440, 080, 212. 01 $400, 680, 000, 00 $3, 750, 000. 00 $44, 850, 212. 01
Czechoslovakia 165, 720, 490. 80 165, 241, 108. 00 | oonoe e 488, 381, 00
Estonia.____ 20, 736, 660. 17 16, 466, 012, 87 402, 360. 19 3, 778, 87. 11
Finland.______ 8, 248, 700. 24 B, 122, 086. 44 120 IO RO o
France__ 4,160,874,820. 69 | 3, 863, 650, 000. 00 38, 636, 500. 00 258, 538, 320. 69
Germany (. —tu.striun indebtedness) 1__ 4 26, 011, 672, 09 25,080, 48068 |____________.____.| 31,101, 43
Great Britain_ _ 5,419, 388, 374. 72 , 368, 000, 000. 00 131, 520, 000 00 010, 888, 374. T2
Greeco___. 34, 088, 437, 06 31 516, 000, 00 449, 080. 2,103, 357, 00
T S e S e e R R e R R LR R L g 2,364, 620. 70 1,908, 560. 00 57,072 ?5 808, B87. 95
1 Ingludes principal postponed under moratorium agreements and principal amounts not paid according to contract terms.

! The German Government has been notified that the Government of the United Statos wﬁ?

Govermment of Austria to the Government of the United States.

look to the German Government for the discharge of the indebtedness of the
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Statement showing total indebtedness of foreign governments to the United States, Mar. 1, 1939—Continued
I.me(;e.-st émst- I.ntergst amnodld
ned and pay- and un
Country Total;”ag’bt"d' Principal unpaid |able under el o "Smg
torium agree- and moratarinm
nients agreements
Funded debts—Continued.
Italy_ $2,022, 745,422, 62 | $2, 004, 000, 000. 00 82,506.1"5.00 $15,330,207. 62
Latvia 8, 546, 036. 90 6, 870, 464. 20 5, 989. 06 1, 480, 582. 83
itt i 7, 650, 387, 79 6, 197, 682. 00 ' 33
Poland 250, 502, 346. 55 206, 057, 000, 00 , .55
i 63, 990, 795. 60 63, 860, 560. 43
Yugoslavia 3 61, 740, 546. 89 61, 625, 000. 00
Total 12, 710, 628, 623. 86 | 11, 231, (83, 955. 50
Unfunded debts:
i:f i . 23, 308, 395, 87 11, 959, 917. 49
Russia 385, 372, 179. 65 192, 601, 207. 37
Total 408, 675, 575. 52 204, 561, 214. 86
Grand total. -| 13,119, 304, 199. 38 | 11,435, 645, 170.86 | 184,091, 606.16 | 1,499, 567, 422.86

3 This Government has not accepted the provisions of the moratorium.
4 The United States holds obligations in the princi

1 amount of $289,808.78, which, together with acerued interest thereon, are to be canceled pursuant to agree ment o,

Apr. 14, 1038, between the United States and the Republic of Nicaragus, ratified by the United States Senate on June 13, 1938,
Notre.—Indebtedness of Germany to the United States on account of costs of army of oecupation and awards under Bettlement of War Claims Act of 1928, as amendedf

not shown in sbove statement.

I am including a statement showing the amounts included
in the total indebtedness of foreign governments to the
United States as of March 1, 1939, which though previously
due under the finding and moratorium agreements were not
and have not been paid as of the date due according to the
terms of such agreements.

AMOUNTS NOT PAID ACCORDING TO TERMS OF AGREEMENTS

The total indebtedness of foreign governments-to the United
States as of March 1, 1939, includes the following amounts pre-
viously due under the funding and moratorium agreements and
not paid as of that date according to the terms of such agreements.

Funding agreements Morstorin
Agr t Total
Principal Interest annuities

gium.....______._|$26,600,000.00] $43,356,000.00| $5 328,902 68] $75,284,992.08
kia 17 870,085, 83). 2,010,940.58| 19, 681, 026, 41
850, 000. 00 3, 680, 550. 00| 402, 438. 19 4,041,088, 19
284, 345, 738. 11 2503'95,&@50 33, 515, 676. 568, 260, 037. 53
1,840,872.00] . o oaaaao- 1,979, 440. 92
000, 000. 00| 8O3, 899, 481. 581108, 928, 415. 551, 202, B27, 897, 13
5, 440, 000. 00| 1, 928, 995. 50/ 1, 680, 63 8,120, 676. 13
93, 175. 00 387, 699, 37 46, 481. 38 527, 355. 75
80,200,000.00] 12,945 229.24| 9,857, 714.68] 103,002, 943.92
346, 100. 00 1,419,777.84 014, 86 1, 33, 894. 70
263, 580. 00| 1, 230, 220. 69 150, 515.86 1, 644, 318, 55
10,350, 000. 00] 46, 064, 700. 00 5, 018, 526.81| 61,433, 226.81
9, 000, 000.00] - oo e 250. 9, 536, 250. 88
2, 275, 000. 00 116, 546. 80 ... 2, 300, 546. 89
641, 283, 050, 94]1, 255, 426, 823, 61164, 854, 710, 94/2, 061, 564, 504. 40

! The German Government has been notified that the Govumment of the United
Btates will look to the German Government for the discharge of this indebtedness of
the Government of Austria to the Government of the United Btates.

1 The Hungarian Government has deposited wir.h the foreign creditors’ account at
the Hungarian National Bank an amount of pengd e&a uivalent to the interest pay-
ments due from Dec. 15, 1932, to June 15, 1837, he debt funding and moratorium
ugreements with Hungary provide for payment in dollars in the United States.

Lastly, I offer for your examination and consideration a
table showing payments due June 15 and July 1, next, on
account of indebtedness of foreign governments to the United
States:

PAYMENTS DUE JUNE 15, 1839, AND JULY 1, 1839, ON ACCOUNT OF IN=
DEETEDNESS OF FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS TO THE UNITED STATES

The following statement shows the amounts due under the fund-
ing and moratorium agreements on June 15, 1939, and July 1, 1939:

Funding agreements
Moratorium Total
agreaments
Principal Interest
Due June 15, 1939;
Belgiom._ ...} $4, 158, 000. 00 $484, 453, 88 | §0, 342, 453,88
Crechoslovakia 182,812.78 | 1,682,812.78
B mED| sms) mae
France.-.—-—. ?;m,méé‘ 19,261, 432.50 | 3,046.870.72 | 96,628, 904.60

Funding agreements
Moratorium Total
7 agreements
Principal Interest
DueJunel5,1930—Con.
Great Britain__ $75, 050, 000.00 | $9, m ‘fﬁa.tlﬁ $85, 670, 765, 05
Hungary___ 33, 185. 08 4,225 58 37,410. 66
Italy_.___ $15, 200, 000.00 245, 437. 50 806, 155,88 | 17,341, 593,38
Pt Sl W S 119, 609. 00 15, 274. 26 134, 883. 28
Lithuania__ 40, 245. 00 107, 783. 67 13, £33. 20 170, 711. 93
b e, M L TR 8, 552, 810,00 456,220, 71 | 4,089,089 71
Rumania__ 2.200,000.00 | e 48, 750. 08 2,248, 750.08
Yugoslavia____.___| 450, 000. 00 BB BIS 6B {ooaa 488, 515. 63
Total June 15,
i1+ R 08, 419, 837. 38 (104, 924, T00. 88 | 14, 924, 845. 99 |218, 260, 384. 25
Due July 1, 1039:
ROOCRL e i 175, 000. 00 13, 169. 45 188, 169. 45

PERMISSION OF COMMITTEE OR SUBCOMMITTEE TO SIT DURING THE
SESSIONS OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MAY. The parliamentary inquiry is whether or not
the rule of the House which requires a committee of the House
to obtain the permission of the House to sit during the ses-
sions of the House applies to subcommittees of the various
committees of the House.

The SPEAKER. In reply to the gentleman from Kentucky,
the Chair will read the rule:

No committee, except the Committee on Rules, shall sit during
the sitting of the House, without special leave.

Mr. MAY. I do not think the Chair quite understood my
inquiry.

The SPEAKER. That rule applies also to any subcommit-
tee of a legislative committee. It cannot sit without permis-
sion of the House.

Mr. MAY. Then, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that Subcommittee No. II of the Committee on Military
Affairs, relating to the Tennessee Valley Authority, be per=
mitted to sit during the sessions of the House today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

PROPOSED ANTARCTIC EXPEDITION

Mr. RICH. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for 1 minute and to extend my remarks in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, RICH. Mr. Speaker, I call attention to the fact that
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Harold D.
Smith, has requested that we grant $340,000 with which to
start another Antarctic expedition, which will ultimately cost
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$1,000,000, and the President of the United States concurs in
that request, as per his letter of May 26, which I insert here-
with:
TrE WHaITE HOUSE,
Washington, May 26, 1939.
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration
of Congress a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the De-
partment of the Interlor for the fiscal year 1939 in the amount of
$340,000.

The detalls of this estimate, the necessity therefor, and the reason
for its transmission at this time are set forth in the letter of the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, which is transmitted herewith,
with whose comments and observations thereon I concur.

Respectiully, 2 2

We are going to be called upon in the Committee on Appro-
priations to grant this $1,000,000 to make ancther vacation
trip to the South Pole. A hot thing to propose at this time.
It seems to me, when we are two billion and a quarter dollars
in the red for this year, and will be $4,000,000,000 in the red
for next year, that if there ever was a piece of folly, this
proposition is that, and why the President and the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget should ask the Members of Con-
gress to expend $1,000,000 to make a trip down to the South
Pole I cannot understand. I hope that the Members of the
House will turn down the request. I insert here the Budget
Bureau's request to make the appropriation:

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, May 26, 1939.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a
supplemental estimate of appropriation for the Department of the
Interior for the fiscal year 1939, in the amount of $340,000, as
follows:

GOVERNMENT IN THE TERRITORIES

“Expenses, Division of Territories and Island Possessions: For an
additional amount for expenses of the Division of Territories and
Island Possessions in the investigation and survey of natural re-
sources of the land and sea areas of the Antarctic regions, including
personal services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, with-
out regard to the civil-service laws or the Classification Act of 1923,
as amended, or by contract, if deemed necessary, without regard to
the provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, rent, travel-
ing expenses, purchase of necessary books, documents, newspapers
and periodicals, stationery, hire of automobiles, purchase of equip-
ment, supplies and provisions, and all other necessary expenses,
flscal year 1939, to remain available until June 30, 1940, §340,000:
Provided, That fuel, repairs, and emergency supplies may be con-
tracted for in foreign ports: Provided further, That reimbursement
may be made to individuals for expenditures for services and sup-
plies, and for other expenses incurred subsequent to May 2, 1939,
when such expenditures have been approved by the Secretary of
the Interior (47 Stat, 1517; 48 Stat. 16; Executive Order No. 6726;
Public, No. 61, May 2, 1939), $340,000.”

This estimate of appropriation is to provide for the expenses of
an expedition to the Antarctic regions for the purpose of making
surveys and investigations of the natural resources of land and sea
areas therein. The estimate covers the amount that will be re-
quired until the end of the fiscal year 1940. An additional sum will
be needed in 1941 to return the members of the expedition to the
United States or, in the event the project cannot be completed
within a year, to provide provisions and other supplies for a longer
period.

The foregoing estimate of appropriation is required to meet a
contingency which has arisen since the transmission of the Budget
Tor the fiscal year 1939, and approval is recommended.

Very respectfully,
Harorp D. SmITH,
Director of the Bureau of the Budget.

We have had more joy rides by this administration than
any other administration. They seem to be devising means
to spend, spend, spend. Is it not possible to stop Roosevelt
spending? Stop him lending, stop him bending, for every
New Deal device to spend, spend, spend; or we will be wrecked,
wrecked, wrecked. Will you help create jobs, not take any
more joy rides?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has expired.

LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for 1 minute and to extend my re-
marks in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, gentlemen of
the House, I wish to call your attention to the latest Presi-
dential appointment which, according to this morning’s
papers, has been transmitted to the Senate for confirmation
today. I refer to the appointment of one Archibald Mac-
Leish as Librarian of Congress. MacLeish is one of the
leading “fellow travelers” of the Communist Party today.

This appointment once more raises the vital and alarm-
ing issue of the Communist influence on appointments
emanating from the White House. A few days ago the fore-
most “fellow traveler” of the Communist Party in the United
States was appointed to a secretarial post in the Virgin Is-
lands. That was Robert Morss Lovett who, according to the
records, has been affiliated with at least 26 united fronts
of the Communist Party. This newest appointee, MacLeish,
ranks in importance as a “fellow traveler” not far behind
Lovett.

Two years ago the Communist Party set up a united front
known as the League of American Writers. This league held
its annual congress only last Saturday in New York where
its leading visiting speaker from abroad was one Louis
Aragon, editor of the French Communist newspaper, Ce
Coir, and admitted in the columns of the Daily Worker last
week to be a Communist. MacLeish was one of the 23
signers of the call to the congress of 1937, which set up the
League of American Writers. Out of the 23, 12 were well-
known Communists and some of the others were equally well-
known as “fellow travelers,” including Robert Morss Lovett.

MacLeish has also been a member of the National Com-
mittee of the Medical Bureau to Aid Spanish Democracy, an
organization shown by testimony before the Dies committee
last year to be a united front of the Communist Party.

MacLeish was also a member of the National Advisory
Committee of the American Youth Congress, another united
front maneuver of the Communists.

MacLeish was also a member of the Motion Picture Artists
Spanish Aid, along with sundry members of the Communist
Party and other “fellow travelers.”

Several years ago the Communist Party frequently de-
nounced MacLeish as a Fascist. But that was before the
new “line” of the present Communist Party's strategy was
adopted. If his appointment as Librarian of Congress had
been made back in that former pericd, the Communist
Party’s press would now be denouncing it with vehemence.
However, now that the Communist Party has taken Mac-
Leish to its ideological bosom, there will be nothing but pro-
longed applause for this appointment which sends one of its
loyal friends into a most important public position.

It is high time that a final halt were called to this Com-
munist penetration of government.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp and to include an invitation
on the part of the Procurement Division of the Treasury De-
partment to bid on a treadmill for dogs.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

PICKETING IN DETROIT

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute and to revise and extend my remarks
in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. HOFFMAN. Also, Mr, Speaker, to include therein
two short statements by former Representative Pettengill,
of Indiana, and a short editorial from the Detroit Free Press.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

THE RIGHT TO WORK

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the attention of
the House was by me called to the fact that here in Wash-
ington the Workers Alliance in convention assembled was de-
manding that the Congress provide the money to give every
unemployed person in the United States a job. As given in
the press, their slogan was ‘“The right to work.”



6782

For more than 2 years, in Congress and in many other
places, I have been demanding that the right to work—a civil
liberty and in the past there has been a great deal of talk by
the Senate Civil Liberties Committee, and today by Attorney
General Murphy, about the denial of civil liberties—be pro-
tected. :

In the past, the Senate Civil Liberties Committee and, more
recently, Attorney General Murphy, has been making a loud
noise on the theory that employers denied to employees the
right to work except under improper conditions or for a
starvation wage. That committee has spent considerable
money, a great deal of time, in attempting to show that em-
ployees have been persecuted, have been denied their civil
liberties. So far as I have been able to learn, that committee
never at any time expressed any concern over the denial to
employers of the right to give work to employees.

Attorney General Murphy, while Governor of Michigan,
used the National Guard of that State in a manner which
resulted in the denial of the right to work. His words do
not match and are not consistent with his actions.

At the present time, using the National Labor Relations
Act as its authority, the National Labor Relations Board,
John L. Lewis, and the organizations in which he is a power,
are destroying civil liberties, are making it more and more
difficult for men to work.

Many times have I called the attention of this House to the
fact that John L. Lewis is seeking a monopoly over labor;
that, if he continues on his course, the time will come, and
that all too soon, when he will sell the worker to the indus-
trialist as slaves were sold in the olden days; as cattle are sold
in the markets of the world today.

On almost every possible occasion I have attempted to
arouse this House to a realization of what is actually taking
place; to point out the danger of our failure to amend the
National Labor Relations Act, our failure to counteract the
propaganda which has been put out by the Senate Civil
Liberties Committee.

Today, shaping itself to public view, there is the coalition
existing between some forces in the administration, John L.
Lewis, the Communists, Earl Browder, their former candidate
for President—all claiming to act under color of laws which
we have enacted—which is steadily driving forward toward
a united front, and which will present to the people of this
country the issue, whether disguised or not, between those
‘who believe in a constitutional form of government, such as
has brought us our prosperity, which has established here for
the worker living conditions better than anywhere else in this
whole world of ours. These forces on the one side and on
the other; those who believe either in communism or fascism;
those who believe that government should control and operate
all business activities; some of whom believe that what we
need is a dictator and that the step toward that dictatorship
is a third term for the present occupant of the White House,
who has left behind him g record unparalleled for its decep-
tion, its waste, its extravagance, its corruption, its destruction
of civil liberties.

We here in Congress have a responsibility which rests upon
us, which we cannot, which we should not, desire to shirk or
to avoid. Upon us rests the determination of whether or
not our form of government shall be preserved or whether we
shall aid, by now neglecting our duty, in the continuation of
those forces which are none too gradually, which are most
certainly, giving into the hands of Lewis and of bureaucrats
the power to utterly destroy us as a nation.

Sustaining these views which I have expressed, let me quote
from a former Democratic Member of this House, Hon.
Samuel B. Pettengill, who so patriotically represented the
Indiana district which adjoins the Fourth Michigan Congres-
sional District. He recently wrote on this same subject, using
as g title the words which I have so often called to your atten-
tion, “The Right to Work.”

I read:

THE RIGHT TO WORK

A new political issue is in the making. It is the right to work.
It is not in fact, new, but it is acquiring new and commanding
interest. That is what makes issues.
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The question 1s whether a labor monopoly, supported by public
officials, and by violence, or the threat of violence, can compel
a once free American to joln a labor union and pay a fee in
order to work, in order to live. A phase of that question is
whether he must join a particular labor union.

John L. Lewis presents this latter question to the Nation. Can
a soft-coal miner joini the union of his choice? Mr. Lewis says no:
he can't. He must join Mr. Lewls’ union. He cannot join any
other union. If he does he can't mine coal. He can’t eat bread.

Bear in mind that Mr, Lewis was a sponsor of the Wagner Labor
Relations Act. This act says that it is the public policy of the
United States to protect “the exercise of workers of full freedom
of association, self-organization, and designation of representa-
tives of their own choosing, for the purpose of negotiating the
terms and conditions of their employment or other mutual aid
or protection.” -

' This is sound public policy. The right of collective bargaining
by workers as a counterbalance to collective bargaining by capital
is a weapon labor must have either in its hand or behind the
door. Without it we have seen too many examples of industrial

anny.

But Mr. Lewis now denies to workers the right so guaranteed
to workers. He is making war against a bill he sponsored, which
is now the law of the land. Mr. Lewis, in effect, amends this
law by saying it applies to no labor union but his own.

He defies State and National authority to guarantee to workers
the *“full freedom” to associate in unions of their own choice,
and to designate representatives “of their own choosing.” If they
do not choose Mr. Lewis’ union they can go hungry. Their mines
cannot open.

He says in effect to the coal miners, “Join my union, Pay dues
to me or you can't work. You cannot choose to associate with
the Progressive Miners, nor with the American Federation of Labor.
You cannot choose to belong to no union. You cannot choose to
form an independent union.

“If you do any of these things, you can't work. My pickets will
prevent you. If a Governor stops my pickets, I will drive the
Governor out of office. Governors must take orders from me.
You must pay tribute to my union or go without work. The
money you pay I will use in large part, not for your benefit, but
to organize steel, automobile, textile, farm workers. Then I will
apply the same squeeze on the men in these industries.”

If what Mr. Lewis is doing were done by employers and a com-
pany union, the law and the White House would be upon their
heads. Mr. Lewis proposes to freeze out all other unions, He
won't have “any d——d labor corganizer monkeying with his men.”
This telegram from the president of the Progressive Mine Workers
to the President of the United States tells the story:

“We represent a majority of the employees in 224 mines formerly
covered by the Appalachian agreement employing upward of
80,000 miners. We have been designated by them to be their
bargaining agent. Under the Wagner Act neither these employers
nor their agents can bargain with United Mine Workers of America
covering their employees nor can they make closed-shop agree-
ments with the United Mine Workers.

“The decision in the case of Progressive Mine Workers of Amer=
ica v. Kelly's Creek Colliery Co. should be read before negotiations
are undertaken, as the United Mine Workers are seeking to cir-
cumvent this decision by their present demands for a closed shop
and to eliminate the strike penalty clause.

“We know that you, as President, representing all of the people
and not only a portion thereof, will not take sides with any party
seeking to circumvent the Wagner Act, with knowledge of all the
facts as herein stated. * * *”

Mr. Lewis is fighting for a blacklist of his own. If a combina-
tion of employers agree not to employ a member of Mr. Lewis’
union, they do a lawless thing. Mr. Lewis can enjoin them from
doing it. The courts will protect the worker in his fundamental
right to work even if he belongs to a union the employers do not
like. He can neither be fired nor his family starved to give up
union membership. Such was the old blacklist—a weapon of
industrial tyranny now happily outlawed.

But now that employers are forbidden to blacklist his workers,
Mr. Lewls now proposes to blacklist all other workers himself,
In one case employers deny the right to work of a man who
belongs to a union. Mr. Lewis denies the right to work of a man
who does not belong to a union, and in particular to his union.
Under the old deal some employers blacklisted the worker. Under
the New Deal Mr. Lewis blacklists the worker.

Note this editorial from a recent issue of the Detroit
Free Press. Detroit, as you know, had more than enough
experience with the C. I. O. during the sit-down strikes of
1937. Not content with its experience over that period, not
content with its repudiation in the Detroit city elections,
and in the more recent State election of 1938, that organi-
zation still continues its activities. Similarly recent exploits
by others were the picketing of a ball park and of the animal
cages at the Detroit zoo. Note this editorial:

GETTING OUT OF HAND

Are not certain elements in the C. I. O. endangering the good
will of the public, which was beginning to forget about their sit-
down strikes and to regard them as a grown-up labor organization?
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Certain recent events would give one the impression that in-
dividuals and groups in the C. I. O. are again acting on the
principle of “the public be damned.”

The recent attempt by some 2,000 sympathizers with the strik-
ers at the Briggs Manufacturing Co. to picket Briggs Stadium and
to keep the public, and even their fellow workers, from seeing a
ball game, was one such incident.

Another was the beating up of the patrons of a beer garden,
allegedly by members of the striking Briggs local, when the pro-
prietor, acting within the law, ejected a member of the local for
drunkenness and insulting women patrons.

And Saturday a dozen members of the W. P. A, Unemployed
Workers Department of the U. A. W.-C. 1. O. started to picket the
animal cages at the Detroit Zoo.

All of these acts, and particularly the picketing of the ball
park and the zoo, were attempts to keep the public, and many of
their own fellow workers, from enjoying entertainment that had
nothing whatever to do with the strike at the Briggs Manufac-
turing Co.

A whole labor organization is not to be indicted because of the
acts of a few misguided members of it, but if the responsible
leaders do not act to check this sort of thing, the public is likely
to visit its resentment upon the U. A. W.-C. I. O. as a body.

When will Congress use its authority and its power to see
to it that the civil liberties about which Attorney General
Murphy so hypocritically prates are actually protected?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Mich-
igan has expired.

THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I trust the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. TaHoMmAs] who just spoke about the appoint-
ment of the Librarian, is present. I wanted to interrogate
the gentleman and ask what he meant by “fellow traveler
of the Communists”?

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I will be glad to answer the
gentleman.

Mr. RAYBURN. And if he states upon his responsibility
that this new Librarian is a Communist. I do not know him.

Mr, THOMAS of New Jersey. I may say to the majority
leader that the Dies committee, which includes five members
cf the Democratic Party and two members of the Republican
Party, has definite information to the effect that this man
McLeish is a fellow traveler of the Communist Party.

Mr. RAYBURN. What does the gentleman mean by “fel-
low traveler”?

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. A man who is absolutely
sympathetic with the Communist cause, but for various rea-
sons does not care to be a party member.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman does not accuse him of
being a Communist?

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. It is exactly the same thing.

Mr. RAYBURN. But the gentleman does not state that
he is a Communist?

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. It is exactly the same thing.

Mr. RAYBURN. I asked the gentleman a question which
he can answer by “yes” or “no.”

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. He is aiding and abetting
the Communist Party all the time, but for some reason does
not want to become a member of the Communist Party.

Mr. RAYBURN. But he is not a Communist?

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Certainly the gentleman
will not disagree with this point; that is, that the administra-
tion is now, and has been for some time, placing people in
key positions who are either members of the Communist
Party or fellow travelers of the Communist Party?

Mr. RAYBURN. I do deny if, and I think the gentleman’s
statement is little short of slander.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the ReEcorp and in-
clude therein a somewhat lengthy list of the keymen of our
New Deal administration.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?
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Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, if
that list is going to take up too much of the RECORD, we can-
not afford to have that expense added onto the Government.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. It is a list of the keymen,
many of whom are members of the Communist Party or who
are Communist sympathizers. It will take up a considerable
part of the Recorp, but I believe that the country is entitled
to the information.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, will the gentleman include a definition of “fellow trav-
eler”; one who goes along with?

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. In order to get the list of
the keymen, including the Communist brethren and their
sympathizers, into the Recorp I will do my best to do so, if
the gentleman does not object to my request.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I object.
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair hears no objection to the
request of the gentleman from Wisconsin.

THEIR MAJESTIES THE KING AND QUEEN OF GREAT BRITAIN

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that I
may address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, two of our colleagues have just
addressed the House, as they most assuredly had the right to
do, with respect to the arrest of some person at Detroit, and
their remarks indicated that the possibilities are that he was
detained because of some feeling upon the part of some
American authorities that there might be a chance of his
doing violence to the King and Queen in this country while
they are visiting us. I do not think any real American would
even attempt injury to our distinguished visitors and I am
sure that every Member of this House would feel that if the
President of the United States were visiting in England we
would be entitled to and would have every protection of his
life while there. I merely want to say upon my own responsi-
bility that it is the duty of every American citizen to see to it
that Their Majesties while here are adequately and amply
protected, and I hope that no violence nor attempt at vio-
lence will be resorted to toward them while they are in this
country of ours, because they are the representatives of a
great nation. Their visit is one of friendship and good will
and I trust and feel assured that all our people without re-
gard to party, creed, or race will so receive them, [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. JOHNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the REcorp by including therein a
short editorial from the Green Bay Press Gazette, of Green
Bay, Wis.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks and include a statement of the count 1
through the fishways at the Bonneville Dam.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I also ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks and to include the Gallup poll which
was released on June 6.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no cbjection.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks and insert in the Appendix a letter to

[After a pause.]
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Frank R. McNinch, of the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, from Mr. Neville Miller, president of the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—MEETING

OF INTERNATIONAL STATISTICAL INSTITUTE IN 1940

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

To the Congress of the United States of America:

I commend to the favorable consideration of the Congress
the enclosed report from the Secretary of State to the end
that legislation may be enacted to amend Public Resolution
No. 46, approved August 9, 1935, to authorize and request the
President to invite foreign governments to be represented by
delegates at the twenty-fifth session of the International
Statistical Institute, to be held in the United States in 1940,
and to authorize an appropriation of the sum of $5,000, or
so much thereof as may be necessary, for participation by
the United States in the meeting.

FrANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

TrHE WHITE HoUsEg, June 7, 1939.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute to make an announcement.

The SPEAKER. Is there gbjection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

MEETING JUNE 8 ON LIBERALIZATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, there will be a meeting in the
House caucus room tomorrow morning at 10:30 of those
Members of Congress who are interested in the liberalization
of the present social-security bill with reference to pensions
for the aged.

In this connection I call attention to my remarks of yes-
terday, which appear on pages 6683-6685 of the RECORD.
This whole subject will be discussed at this meeting tomorrow,
and we hope all who are interested in this most vital question
will be present.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield.

Mr. FISH. Are the Republicans invited; are the minority
Members invited?

Mr. COLMER. Certainly.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. RICH. Mr, Speaker, I make the point of order that
a gquorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
One hundred and eighty-five Members are present, not a
quorum.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

[Roll No. 89]
Barton Douglas Jenkins, Ohio Pierce, N. Y,
Bender Evans Jenks, N. H. Rabaut
Boykin Faddis Kinzer Sandager
Buckley, N. Y. Fay Eirwan Batterfield
Burdick Fitzpatrick Knutson Schulte*®
Byrne, N. Y. Flaherty Lea Beger
Byron Gathings Lewis, Ohio Short
Case, 8. Dak. Gifford MeMillan, Thos. 8. Somers, N. Y,
Casey, Mass. Green McReynolds Sullivan
Chapman Gross Maciejewskl Sumners, Tex
Crawford Gwynne Magnuson Taylor, Colo
Curley Harness 1 White, Idaho
Dies Harrl Mitchell ood
Disney Hartley Nelson Youngdahl
Ditter Hess

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 371 Members have an-
swered to their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further proceedings under the call
were dispensed with.
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CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the roll of the com=-
mittees.

USE OF NET WEIGHT IN COTTON TRANSACTIONS

Mr. FULMER (when the Committee on Agriculture was
called). Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on
Agriculture, I call up the bill (H. R. 57) to provide for the
use of net weights in interstate and foreign commerce trans-
actions in cotton, to provide for the standardization of bale
covering for cotton, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar. The
House automatically resolves itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr.
Leavy in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

By unanimous consent, the first reading of the bill was
dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, does the Chair recognize the
gentleman from Kansas for part of the time on the bill? We
have some demands for time on this side of the House.

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule, 2 hours are allowed for
general debate. The gentleman from Kansas will be recog-
nized for half of the time if the gentleman is opposed to the
hill.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman from Kansas is not opposed to
the bill.

The CHATRMAN. If no other member of the committee is
opposed to the bill, the Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Kansas for 1 hour. The gentleman from South Carolina
is recognized for 1 hour, and the gentleman from Kansas is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, if there is any subject on which I should
be really qualified to speak, that subject is cotton. I make
this statement for the reason that I was born and reared on a
cotton farm. I have picked cotton, I have ginned cotton,
and in later years as a general merchant I have bought and
sold thousands of bales of cotton. Let me preface my re-
marks today by saying that this is not a partisan matter.
It is a matter affecting every section of the country and
should be considered on the facts in connection with the
purposes of the bill and what it will mean to the people of
this country.

The whole matter resclves itself into a question of jute
versus cotton. The purpose of the bill is to have cotton sold
on a net weight basis instead of a gross weight basis which
is now the policy and to set up standards of tare. By tare
I mean bagging and ties used in baling cotton. At this time
we are selling cotton on a gross-weight basis, and that is the
reason we are using this heavy, bulky, wasteful, and dis~
graceful type of jute bagging in covering our cotton.

I have heard a good many Members speak about voting
for or against this bill. There is only one excuse for any
Member voting against this bill, and I challenge any Mem-
ber of Congress who has a jute-bagging mill in his distriet,
any member of the jute interests, or any other citizen of this
country, to deny this statement—just one reason, and that is
that you are interested in the manufacture of jute for the
sole purpose of profit. You may say you are interested in
the employees of the jute factories. I am not talking about
jute in any other line except jute bagging. Perhaps there
are 3,000 or 4,000 employees manufacturing jute bagging,
but every employee in a jute factory is one less in a cotton
factory. In the meantime the jute plants can convert their
machinery into the manufacture of cotton bagging and con-
tinue to use these employees. Some Members state: “I
have got to vote against the bill because I have a jute miil
in my district.” If you feel that way about it it is clearly

| up to you.
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I am not quarreling with any Member who wants to vote
against this bill, which means a vote against cotton farmers;
that is up to him. I call attention, however, to the fact
that we have in the South thousands of men, women, and
children toiling and laboring in the cotton fields—and they
have been all these years—while we use jute that comes
from India to make this heavy type of bagging that no other
country in the world uses, not even India, where jute is
grown. What about cotton? Today we have 11,500,000
bales of perfectly good American cotton in the hands of
the Government costing the taxpayers of this country $45,-
000,000 annually for storage, interest, and other charges.
In the meantime you permit to come in from India, a large
cotton-growing country, a country that has taken the
Japanese and other cotton markets from us, to import into
this country 2,000,000,000 pounds of raw and manufactured
jute.

This takes our own perfectly good American markets
pounds for pound to the extent of 2,000,000 bales of American
cotton. As far as I am concerned, may I say that we could
get rid of the tremendous surplus we have if we could have
our own markets for 5 years. However, this is a different
matter we are talking about now.

I want to give some real facts and I would like to have
you listen to them because I challenge any Member of Con-
gress or any member of the jute interests to deny these facts
which I am going to present to you in connection with this
matter,

Mr, Chairman, this is the only cotton country in the world
that sells cotton on a gross-weight basis. This is the only
cotton country in the world that uses this old, heavy, wasteful,
and disgraceful jute. India is the country in which this jute
is produced, but India does not use this type of jute in cover-
ing her cotton. India uses a neat burlap, made out of jute,
weighing, bagging and ties, 15 pounds.

I make the further statement there is not another cotton
country in the world that uses over 15 pounds of bagging
and ties per bale; yet in the United States, because of the
practice of gross-weight sale, the farmer puts on 21 pounds.
He has to have something heavy to bring the tare allowance
up to the 21 pounds. I would like to have you listen to this
also: After this cotton leaves the farmer, the exporters
patch an additional 9 pounds before sending it across the
water to foreign countries. That means a total of 30 pounds
of bagging and ties, while, as stated, in every other country it
is sold on a net-weight basis, using only 15 pounds tare—
bagging and ties.

I make the further charge that the American bale of cotton
is the most disgracefully baled of any cotton in the world,
and I would like to have somebody deny that. This chart
shows a picture of a bale of American cotton that was un-
loaded in Liverpool. Ask the Department of Agriculture if it
is not getting complaints every day or two from cotton buyers
and cotton manufacturers in Europe about the wasteful and
disgraceful baling of American cotton. They complain about
this type bagging, and especially the waste because of the
type of bale that we export, and they ask why we do not do
something about the proper packing of our cotton? Call on
the Department of Agriculture, and they will furnish you
with these complaints, certainly many of them issued recently.

I make the further charge there is not another farm
product in the United States that is sold on a gross-weight
basis except cotton, and it is done for only one reason; and
that is for the sole purpose of the forcing of the using of
this old, heavy jute bagging.

I will make the further charge that the American bale
of cotton carries the highest insurance rate of any bale of
cotton in the world. Why? Because of the condition of
the material used in covering the American bale. I can
prove to you through the Department of Agriculture that
the complaints which it receives from Europe state that
when a fire starts, and they have lots of them in the ware-
houses, the fire always originates where the American cotton
is stored rather than with cofton that is stored in these
warehouses received from points in Europe. Look at this
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chart. There is the foreign cotton on that side, a neat
package, and here is the disgraceful American cotton.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman show which
is the foreign cotton and which is the American cotton?

Mr. FULMER. This is the foreign cotton on this side,
covered with neat bagging, and this is the American cotton,
this ragged looking stuff. That is where the fire starts.
We have report after report to that effect. I can show you
statements of various manufacturers in foreign countries
which state that they are changing from American cotton
to their own cotton on account of the disgraceful type of
the American bale.

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. I think the gentleman’s
speech will be more informative if he will give us a little
information before he proceeds with his main argument.

Mr. FULMER. Yes.

Mr. ROBSION of EKentucky. I do not live in a cotton
country and a lot of this is Greek to me. I want to get at
the fundamental cause why we use this jute to cover our
cotton or to bale it and they do not use that type in other
countries. What does this do?

Mr. FULMER. I will be glad to answer the gentleman.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes, I want to find out why
we have to put it up in that.

Mr. FULMER. Cotton is sold on a gross-weight basis
with a 21-pound limit to the farmer and 30 pounds to the
exporter. If the farmer does not put that amount on when
he sells his cotton he loses whatever he fails to put on. If
the exporter fails to patch on the additional 9 pounds, when
they knock the 30 pounds off in foreign countries he would
lose that many pounds actual cotton.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. What requires the Ameri-
can cotton producer or seller to put it on?

Mr. FULMER. Because, as stated, cotton is sold on a
gross-weight basis.

If the farmer would attempt to put on 21 pounds of
ties and bagging made out of cotton, cotton bagging being
higher than jute, it would cost too much, and as stated, we
need only 15 pounds to properly cover a bale of cotion when
sold on a net-weight basis.

This bill does not legislate against any material that can
qualify under a 15-pound tare standard as proposed under
this bill. In other words, it may be possible to use jute
burlap, which is used in other cotton-growing countries. In
that jute burlap sells for about the same price that cotton
bagging would sell for, naturally, cotton farmers would use
bagging made of cotton, knowing that we would consume, as
stated, about 200,000 bales of our cotton.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Does the seller get paid for
the jute that is put on his cotton?

Mr. FULMER. That is the point I am coming to. If
the gentleman will just wait, I will explain it fully.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Is it not true that the rea-
son this legislation has not been passed several years ago is
that the jute industry is so well organized that it has pre-
vented the passage of a law by which we can sell cotton
on a net-weight basis.

Mr. FULMER. That is absolutely true.
with the biggest frusts in the world.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The passage of this legis-
lation will stop the use of this 30-pound jute?

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Unless this bill is passed
cotton will continue to be wrapped in jute. The jute indus-
try has not let us pass a law under which we can sell cotton
cn a net-weight basis. That is the situation. The law
has to be changed so you can sell cotton upon a net-weight
basis.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Is there any act of Congress
under which that is done, or is it by a trade practice?

Mr. FULMER. At this time merely a trade practice
which farmers cannot overcome, and that is why we need
this legislation.

We are dealing



6786 CONGRESSIONAL

In Brazil, Anderson Clayton Cotton Co., of Texas, the larg-
est cotton concern in the world, owns, I understand, 6 oil
. mills, and I do not know how many gins, and in every one
 of these gins they have high density gin compression and
i use 15 pounds of neat, nice, bagging, which makes a re-
| spectable bale of cotton. No wonder we are losing our foreign
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and oppose a net-weight bill. This bill does not legislate
against any materials. You can manufacture burlap from
jute coming from India or you can manufacture paper if
you can make paper that is strong enough to hold the cot-
ton, but you cannot use this old, rough jute bagging that
weighs more than 15 pounds including the ties.

 market.

The gentleman asked about the farmer getting paid for
' the bagging. One Member asked me, “Do you believe that
' we could explain to the farmer about not getting paid for
his jute bagging?”

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional
minutes.

When this cotton is sold on a gross-weight basis, it in-

' cludes the bagging, the ties, and the lint. It is just as if my
friend the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CrRawrorp] would
sell a barrel of sugar in the wood weighing 318 pounds. The
price is fixed on the net weight 300 pounds of sugar, and not
on gross weight including the barrel. The barrel weighs
18 pounds, and there are 300 pounds of sugar. In gross-
weight selling of cotton, where a bale weighs 500 pounds, in-
cluding bagging and ties, if the farmer receives 10 cents a
pound he gets $50. You would say that he received 10
cents a pound for 21 pounds of perfectly useless bagging
and ties that cannot be spun by the mill. It is thrown on
the waste pile when the mill spins the cotton. Is there a
man on the floor of this House that thinks manufacturers
actually pay 10 cents per pound for this waste? Oh, no;
that is fixed in the price.

I have here a list of numerous cotton manufacturers in
this country, in Massachusetts, Maine, Rhode Island, and
in the South, in every cotton manufacturing State, and
they all state that they will pay the difference in price in
buying on a net-weight basis. “If you pass this net-weight
bill,” they say, “we will pay the farmers the actual price
that the lint is worth and not discount the price as in the
case of gross-weight selling to take care of the bagging and
ties, which, as stated, is waste.

Now, another thing. What about the saving under this
bill? Take the statement of the gentleman from the De-
partment of Agriculture, Mr. Kitchen, before the hearings
in the Senate committee the other day.

Mr. Kitchen stated in using 15 pounds of bagging and ties
it would mean a saving of $6,000,000 annually in the amount
of freight. Insurance and waste would add an additional six
to ten million. There is anywhere from $12,000,000 to
$20,000,000 annually coming out of the price that the cot-
ton farmer should receive in exira freight, insurance, and
waste.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. WALTER. If I correctly understand the bill we are
considering, any person who after the enactment of this
bill, if it is enacted, packs cotton in anything other than a
cotton bag is guilty of committing a crime.

Mr, FULMER. The gentleman is mistaken. If the gen-
tleman will refer to the report of the Secretary he will find
that it plainly states this bill does not legislate against any
material on the face of the earth that comes within the 15-
pound tare allowance.

Mr. WALTER. The bill very specifically provides that if
anyone bags or offers for sale or ships or delivers for ship-
ment in interstate commerce cotton that is not in a cotton
bag, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.

Mr, FULMER. Oh, no; that is not right.

Mr. WALTER. I am referring to section 8.

Mr. FULMER. Show me where that refers to cotton
bagging,

Mr. WALTER. It does not state “cotton bagging” but it
states “Any person who shall knowingly viclate any of the
provisions of this act”——

Mr. FULMER. I do not yield any further. That is the
trouble with these fellows who represent the jute sections

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. FULMER. I do not yield any further.

Mr. WALTER. But the gentleman said something a mo-
ment ago which I do not believe he meant. I am not op-
posed to his bill. I just want to know whether or not this
bill contains a penal provision with respect to any one who
violates the provisions of this act.

Mr. FULMER. It would if you did not comply with the
tare standard—bagging and ties—set up by the Secretary,
which should not exceed 15 pounds. If you go and use the
same old, heavy bagging and try to ship it in interstate
commerce, you cannot do it, because you must come under
the standards set up by the Secretary of Agriculture under
the provision of this bill governing same. You cannot use
this old raggedy, disgraceful type of jute now being shipped
all over this country at the expense of the farmers and those
who produce cotton.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 more
minutes.

Mr, PEARSON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. In just a minute. I hope I have made the
matter clear about the farmer getting paid for his bagging.
If there is a man here who believes that the farmer receives
10 cents a pound for this 3-cents-a-pound bagging, he is
mistaken. In Europe last year they put up 700,000 bales
of cotton in bagging made out of cotton.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact that the farmers believe
that they do get paid for all bagging and for the ties now
being used in wrapping cotton?

Mr. FULMER. I will say to the gentleman that in past
years a great many farmers believed that, but today you
will find very few who do not know that they are being
robbed, and they are wondering why they are facing eleven
and a half million bales of cotton stored with the Govern-
ment and another crop coming on and yet they are forced
to use this heavy jute bagging.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman makes the statement that
this a net weight bill—

Mr. FULMER. That is right.

Mr. COOLEY. Of course, it is a net-weight bill, but it is
something more than a net-weight bill,

Mr. FULMER. Not a thing except to set up standards not
to exceed 15 pounds bagging and ties.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman could accomplish what he
has in mind with respect to requiring cotton to be sold on
net weight in a bill much simpler than the one we are con-
sidering by simply providing that it should be sold on net
weight instead of gross weight.

Mr. FULMER. Yes; I am glad the gentleman has asked
that question. The jute people, every one of them, will vote
for that type of bill. Why? Because when they go to the
Secretary to set up standards, the paper people may come in
with a paper covering, say, 12 pounds, the gentleman comes
in with cotton bagging 15 pounds, and the jute people can
come in with 21 pounds, and there is no way to keep them
from setting up a 21-pound standard, and therefore, because
of the cheapness of this disgraceful jute compared with cot-
ton, it would still be used and all the waste, excess insurance,
freight, and other waste would continue and, as usual, would
come out of the cotton farmer. Any man who is against
using this type of jute should not allow himself to be fooled
into voting for that type of legislation.

Mr. COOLEY. If cotton is going to be sold on a net-weight
basis, does it make any difference what the packing weighs:
that is, if it is going to be sold on the net weight of the
cotton?
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Mr. FULMER. If you want to continue to sell on a 21-
pound basis, why sell on a net-weight basis, if you are going
to do that?

Mr. COOLEY. The situation is just this: The farmers
have been using this jute bagging for about 90 years or
longer and they have been selling it on gross weight, and all
the farmers in my territory believe that they are actually
paid for the jute and the ties at the price for which they
sell their cotton. Now, may I ask the gentleman another
question?

Mr. FULMER. First, I want to reply to that statement.
If the gentleman will get the report he will find that we have
the backing on this bill of every farm organization in the
country; every agricultural commissioner of the South, in-
cluding the National Farm Council, created sometime ago;
the ginners; and everybody else, except the jute interests,
because they realize that throughout all these years we have
been robbing the cotton farmer by compelling him to use
that which has been forced upon him.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
himself some additional time to answer a few gquestions?

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to ask the gentleman this

' question: If this bill is enacted into law and the farmer this
fall attempts to sell his cotton wrapped in jute bagging, will
not the cotton buyer, at the time of the sale, deduct the
weight of the bagging and the ties and only pay the farmer
for the net weight of the bale of cotton?

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad the gen-
tleman asked that question. As a matter of fact, this bill
. does not go into effect for 12 months after the bill has
‘been passed. They will have opportunity to dispose of their
cotton in that time, but suppose you still have cotton cov-
ered with old jute bagging. It could be sold on net weight,
and the farmer would receive a net-weight price which

; would be higher than a gross-weight price, as stated by the

. cotton mills,

*  Mr. COOLEY. And when cotton is coffered for sale, then

‘the weight of the bagging and ties will be deducted from

( the weight of the bale of cotton.

Mr. FULMER. That is correct; but may I state to the
| gentleman, as the mills have stated here, they will pay the
! difference.

Mr, COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. Yes.

Mr. COLLINS. Do the cotton mills want this legislation?

Mr. FULMER. I have a list here, and every cotton mill
+in the country is in favor of this legislation for the reason
i that they could manufacture more cotton, and for the

further reason this bill would cut out waste brought about
 because of this type of bagging.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. Yes.

Mr. PEARSON. I had this morning a telegram from the
Southern Cotton Ginners Association, expressing their op-

. position to this measure, stating in the telegram that if it

' is enacted into law, it would cost the cotton producers of this
country $18,000,000 a year. I ask the gentleman if he will
explain to me why the ginners express such strenuous op-
position to this bill and whether or not it would in effect
operate to cost the cotton producers a large amount of

| money rather than serve as a profit?

Mr. FULMER. During all of thece years the jute people
have sold through the ginners to the farmer, this jute, and

 they have had the ginners properly lined up against using
anything except jute. The ginners recently have gone in
with the National Farm Council, which is Oscar Johnson’s
organization; and I have a wire that for the first time out
of all their meetings they have endorsed the net-weight bill.
As stated to the gentleman here, and it is as plain as the
nose on your face, there can be a tremendous saving because
of the surplus bagging on which you pay freight all over
this country and to Eurcpe. The insurance also is the
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highest in the world. Let me state to the gentleman that
when the mill strips that jute off they have to pick over
the whole bale, because if any fibers are left in it it will
be injurious, and with a cotton bagging, they can pull it
off mjust. like you peel a banana and the cotton is ready to
spin,

Mr. HOLMES.

Mr. FULMER.

Mr. HOLMES.
21 pounds?

Mr. FULMER. The farmer puts on 21 pounds bagging
and ties. The bagging now weighes 12 pounds on a bale.

Mr. HOLMES. And that is that deducted from the 500
pounds in the bale?

Mr. FULMER. No; not now, because it is sold gross
weight, but the price is cut to make allowance for the 21
pounds of tare.

Mr. HOLMES. And this is going to be a net-weight bill?

Mr. FULMER. Yes.

Mr. HOLMES. What difference does it make if you are
going to sell 500 pounds of cotton whether you bag it up in
jute or in cotton, or put it in the metal boxes, as long as
you are selling 500 pounds of cotton?

Mr. FULMER. Here is the difference: If you put on the
21 pounds you are just going to pay the freight on useless
tare all over the country, and the 9 pounds more which
you put on for export you pay freight thereon to foreign
countries. No other country in the world does this. India,
where jute is produced at 16 cents a day labor, does not use
this stuff; and why? Because they get less insurance, less
freight, less waste.

Mr. HOLMES. The farmer does not pay that freight.

Mr. FULMER. Certainly he does.

Mr. HOLMES. F.o.b.?

Mr. FULMER. My friend, the farmer pays the freight
on everything, going and coming.

Mr. MASSINGALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. I yield.

Mr. MASSINGALE. I would like to ask the gentleman to
inform the House if he knows—and I suspect he does—
about how many additional bales of cotton will be required
in the United States if we supplant jute bagging with cot-
ton bagging?

Mr. FULMER. We would consume about 200,000 bales
of the lowest type of cotton we have, which would tend to
make a better price for the higher-grade cotton.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to show you the burlap
that is used in India and Russia and all these other cotton
producing countries, which does not exceed 15 pounds, in-
cluding the ties.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULMER. I yield.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. On page 2 you define the
word “cotton,” and you limit it to cotton produced in the
United States. Why does not this bill apply to cotton pro-
duced outside of the United States, in view of the fact that
great corporations are now getting ready to ship Brazilian
cotton, which can be produced cheaper, into this country?

Mr. FULMER. There has been just a little of that cotton
shipped in., We are not worried about what may come—it
is the losing of our foreign market.

[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South
Carclina has again expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. LEMKE].

Mr. LEMKE. Mr, Chairman, I wish to say that as a
member of the Committee on Agriculture I feel that this
is the only sensible bill that that committee has so far
reported out of the committee. All of the other bills and
all the talk I hear in that committee is how to restrict, how
to destroy American agricultural wealth, and all about bene-
fit payments for the destruction of wealth. We will all soon
be on relief if we continue that policy. g

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Yes.
Do I understand that the jute bag weighs
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Here we have a bill which provides that we give the
American market to the American people. We want to pro-
duce our own bagging for cotton. If we can produce it, why
should we not produce it? This bill does not say that that
bagging must be cotton. If you want to raise jute in the
United States with which to pack this cotton for our friends
in the South, you can do it, but we object to having that
jute come in from India, where it is produced by men and
women who just have a piece of cloth around the middle of
their bodies, and then ask the American cotton growers to
compete with that kind of labor.

Now, you tell me there is no harm done by it. I will show
you some of the harm. That rubbish [indicating], amount-
ing to 70 pounds on some bales. What does that mean?
It means additional railroad transportation charges. Ii
means shipping additional charges across the ocean. Not
only that; it means additional handling charges. What else
does it mean? It means additional storage charges for rub-
bish that is thrown into the wastebasket after we import it
from a foreign country to compete with our own people.

We have 11,500,000 bales of cotton on hand that we could
use for our own people, or else export it on an equally
competitive basis, rather than to destroy its attractiveness
by wrapping it in that kind of rubbish.

Let me explain the difference between this and putting it
in a nice container. It is the same as when your wife goes
into a store to buy a can of tomatoes. Will she buy a
can where the juice has run out all over it, that is wrapped
up in an old newspaper, or will she prefer one that is put up
in a nice container, a container that tells her that there is
quality on the inside of the can?

Mr. WALTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEMEKE. I yield.

Mr. WALTER. Why is it necessary to have legislation
to use cotton for bagging? Why can it not be done now?
There is no prohibition against it.

Mr. LEMKE. For the same reason that it was necessary
years ago to get Federal inspection of our meat to encourage
foreign buyers and protect our own people.

Before the Federal inspection law, we were discriminated
against by buyers of foreign nations, because other nations
had inspection laws. We shouid not permit the southern
farmer to be deceived and made to believe that he is being
paid for this rubbish when in fact he is made to pay for
extra transportation and handling charges as well as stor-
age charges. This because a few do not wish to change
existing conditions and wish to make a profit out of rubbish
that is thrown into the wastebasket. But we must always
protect and should always protect the farmer. We have
not given sufficient protection to the farmer.

Do you know what we have in that committee of which I
am a member? You have 14 Democrats and my friend Mr.
Pierce, from Oregon. Then you have a few Republicans
and the rest all belong to a past age that think you are
going to continue to load the farmers’ backs here at home
with a lot of extra charges and rubbish that he is incapable
of carrying.

Mr. WALTER. I may not have understood the gentle-
man, but I do not think he has yet told me why cotton is not
used today.

Mr. LEMEKE. Because those who are furnishing this rub-
bish, importing it, produced by peon labor, think they must
use this class of bagging—rubbish—in order to compete with
cotton bagging., They think in that way they can do it a
little cheaper. As has been pointed out, they have fooled
the poor cotton farmer who produces cotton, that he is
being paid for that extra rubbish, when, as a matter of fact
it is thrown into the wastebasket. In fact, the farmer has to
pay freight and railroad charges on 70 pounds of waste
where he ought to pay it on only 10 pounds, Then he has
to pay extra storage charges, because it takes a lot more
storage space. Again, two carloads of cotton wrapped in this
jute bagging could be loaded into one car if properly com-
pressed and wrapped in proper wrapping, as provided for
in this bill. Why put all of this extra burden on the shoul-
ders of the cotton farmer?
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Mr, WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEMKE. I yield.

Mr. WALTER. I do not know where the cheap wages are
paid, certainly not in those American factories where the
jute is being processed, because I know for a fact that the
men today engaged in the manufacture of jute bags are
paid far in excess of any wage received by any workers
anywhere in America.

Mr. LEMKE. We are not objecting to those jute factories.
What we are objecting to is their shoving this kind of rub-
bish on the cotton producers of the South or anyone else.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr, Chairman, will the gen=
tleman yield for some information?

Mr. LEMKE. I yield.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I am very much in accord
with the gentleman from North Dakota that we ought to
use American cotton or American production instead of In«
dian jute; but we have a reciprocal-trade agreement with
Great Britain, including India, and we have a reciprocale
trade agreement with Brazil. Will not these reciprocal-:
trade agreements do cotton immeasurably more harm than
this small amount of jute we are talking about?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute
to the gentleman from North Dakota.

Mr. LEMKE. I answer the gentleman by saying that
there are at the Speaker’s desk two petitions. If he will
sign petition No. 5 for cost of production these trade agree-
ments will no longer exist to the disadvantage of the
American farmer. Discharge petition No. 6 relates to re-
financing the farmer. I hope every Member of Congress will
sign petitions 5 and 6 for cost of production, and the Fra-
zier-Lemke refinance bill. Then we shall not need the
Committee on Agriculture to help the farmers. Then they
will help themselves. [Applause.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Crason].

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, once again the specters of
cotton and jute come before us at this session of Congress.
We should remember in the first instance that the cotton
people of the South have been satisfied to use this jute bag-
ging for the past 90 years. Does it not seem strange that
at this particular time they desire to change from jute
bagging to some other type of covering? We must therefore
look for a reason.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLASON. Not at the present time. I have only 10
minutes.

The reason, of course, has to do with money. This bill
will help one company in New Orleans, La., the Lane Co.,
which at the present time is receiving a subsidy of from 26 o
28 cents each for bale covers made of cotton. In other
words, they cannot compete with the jute industry, so the
Department of Agriculture, out of funds appropriated for
the purpose of finding new ways of using cotton, is giving
this company 26 to 28 cents on the cost of each covering for
cotton bales. Once you start using cotton under a law
requiring that cotton be used for the purpose of covering
these bales and the 26- or 28-cent subsidy is removed, the
southern farmer is going to get stuck with the subsidy, and
he is going to get stuck with a good deal more. I say this
for the reason that I have been studying the testimony of
cotton farmers given before a United States Senate commit-
tee this year.

I have before me the testimony of Damon Heddon, a small
cotton farmer of Tennessee who says that he lives in the
largest cotton-producing section of Tennessee. At the pres-
ent time he says they pay $1.25 for bagging and ties for a
bale of cotton. That is the cost of bagging and tying a bale
so far as materials are concerned. In addition to that he
states that he is allowed a weight of 21 or 22 pounds. Let
us assume that it is 21 pounds. He is allowed 21 pounds per
bale of cotton as tare. On this tare he is paid the price of
the cotton. Let us assume that the price of cotton is 9 cents
a pound. He is paid 9 cents for each of these 21 pounds of
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jute covering, or $1.89. What is this man’s opinion? And
he is a dirt farmer and knows what he is talking about. He
says:

It is my opinion that under this bill before us today this
farmer will not only lose the $1.89 he has been getting for the
bagging and ties, but he will also lose the $1.25, his original in-
vestment, making a total loss of $3.14 per bale,

This is what it would cost the cotton farmers of the South,
figuring on the basis of a 10,000,000-bale crop—$31,400,000
every year. That is what this bill will do in practice.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLASON. I yield.

Mr. NICHOLS. I wonder if the gentleman would restate
those figures? He surely does not mean that the farmer
is going to lose $3.14 a bale.

Mr. CLASON. Yes; $3.14 a bale.

Mr. NICHOLS. Does the gentleman think that the big-
hearted spinners of this country who are purchasing this
cotton are paying the farmers 9 cents a pound for this jute
covering when jute does not bring anything like that on the
open market? I presume the jute could be bought for 1 cent
a pound on the open market.

Mr. CLASON. My figures are based on the fact that on the
21-pound tare the farmer is paid the rate of cotton. Assum-
ing the price of cotton is 9 cents a pound, it would mean a loss
to him of $1.89 on the weight of the bagging and $1.25, the
cost of the bagging and ties, or $3.14 for every bale.

I think the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY]
hit the nail on the head when he pointed out the reason for
the provisions on page 3 of this bill requiring a particular
weight for the covering of the bales of cotton.

The reason, of course, is because this bill is written for the
purpose of protecting the Lane Co. and others who are manu-
facturing cotton covering. It is not for the benefit of the
farmers. If it were, you would strike out every sentence in
this bill which has anything to do with stating how much
weight there should be per yard for the covering.

Let us see what the situation is both here and abroad. For
90 years we have been shipping our cotton abroad with this
jute bagging. Over in Eurcpe the cotton is covered with an-
other jute product. Over there they cover it with burlap, a
much finer product. Very little cotton is covered with cotton
cloth or anything made out of cotton. Practically the world
over it is covered with some sort of product made from jute.

There have been some other arguments made here. It was
stated, for instance, that every man who is thrown out of
employment in the jute mills of America will be put to work
in some cotton mill down South. Is that any kind of Ameri-
can argument to make? If that is the argument this bill is
based on, it ought to be voted down unanimously, because
any man who is now employed and has good gainful employ-
ment at high American wages, and has had such employment
for years, is entitled to keep his job. You will have tu give
us some sort of reasoning that is not as specious as that one.
Do we want to throw a man out of employment in New York
City, Philadelphia, or Springfield, Mass., in order to put that
man to work for the Lane Co. down in New Orleans, and pay
a subsidy of 26 cents through the Department of Agriculture?
That is what is back of this bill.

We are trying to sell our cotton in the foreign markets.
The pending bill prevents cotton from any foreign country
entering the United States. The bill was drawn having that
purpose in view. It so happens that there is a small amount
of cotton that comes from Egypt and other places into the
United States. This bill would prevent any of that cotton
from coming in here unless it happened to be baled in ac-
cordance with the United States standards, which would be
very unlikely. This being so, the cotton farmer wants to
ship his cotton abroad. He tells the cotton farmers and
producers abroad: “You cannot ship into the United States.
All cotton sold in the United States must be raised here. But
we want to sell cotton in your market, Egypt, India, and
elsewhere, and we want to sell there our cotton goods.” How
Iong do you think your reciprocal-trade agreements are going
to stand up under any such doctrine?
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If you will look at section 3 you will find that no cotton
can be shipped in interstate or foreign commerce, and they
have it so defined that it cannot be shipped intrastate, un-
less it comes up to these standards. If that is the basis, then
we ought to tell the Japanese to keep their toothbrushes out
of the United States; we should tell every other nation, “Do
not think you can ship and send anything into the United
States,” because what is good for cotton is good for the pro-
ducers of potatoes, oranges, sugar, or anything else. What
works for one crowd should work for all the rest of us.

They tell us this is going into effect within 12 months to 2
years; that everything sold after that has to be sold in con-
formity to this particular United States regulation which,
of course, means cotton. The Government owns at the pres-
ent time 11,000,000 bales of cotton, and I think one would
have to be a pretty big optimist to believe the Government
will be able to get rid of those 11,000,000 bales during the
next 2 years. Yet under this bill the United States Govern-
ment itself has got to cover not only these 11,000,000 bales
but every other bale it buys this year which happens to be
covered with jute bagging. It so happens you have not got
in your crop this year and you have not your standard set
up. So every bale of cotton that is raised this year will be
covered in all probability with the good old jute bagging
you have lived with for 90 years and which the farmers have
found very satisfactory. When these regulations go into
effect somebedy has got to pay to cover the 12,000,000 bales
that you produce this year with your new standard cover
before it can go into interstate commerce, unless you sell at
a lower price than the market for standard covered cotton.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the enacting clause.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O’CONNOR).
order at this time.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr, GILCHRIST].

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Chairman, I am for the pending bill,
and the Committee on Agriculture is for the pending bill, b2~
cause it protects American cotton against the jute which
comes from Hindu India. We are for the protection of
American products, and I believe this should be extended to
American agricultural products as well as manufactured
products. The American market belongs to the American
farmer. That is the first reason I am for the bill.

I am for the bill also because it leads to honesty and fair-
ness in commercial markets. Mr. Chairman, when you or
someone else from Montana buys whisky, he knows exactly
how much is in that bottle, because it must be stated on the
label. When you go over and buy bread you know exactly
how much bread is in the loaf. It is the net weight that
counts. For us to know just how much we are getting when
we buy anything can dono harm. For us to know net weight
in a bale of cotton can surely do no harm. Let the package
show how much it weighs.

I am for it on another ground. I like to buy things in nice
packages. For example, I like to buy my neckties and sus-
penders wrapped very nicely and neatly. This appeals to my
aesthetic sense. I like to buy candy and perfume the same
way. You Democratic gentlemen on the other side of the
aisle always like your wives and sweethearts wrapped in nice
packages.

Mr. Chairman, joking aside, we ought to protect American
industry and American products.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY].

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, it is with great reluctance
that I rise in opposition to this bill. The author of this
measure, the distinguished gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. FuLMmER], is a very dear friend of mine, and I know that
he is sincerely interested in this measure. I also know that
in his heart he believes that this measure will be of great
benefit to the cotton farmers of the country. I have been a
member of the House Committee on Agriculture during my

That motion is not in
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' entire service as a Member of Congress. From time to time
the measure before us has been considered by our committee.
If I were convinced that this bill would materially benefit the
cotton farmers of this country I would not hesitate to give it
my support, but I have not been so convinced.

I feel that I am in a position to view this matter rather
impartially. I have a large constituency of cotton farmers.
Cotton is one of the principal cash crops of my district. I
have in my district a jute factory which employs from 500
to 600 men in the manufacture of jute bagging. Not being
convinced that this measure will bring substantial benefit to
the cotton farmers of the Nation, I do not feel that I would
be justified in casting a vote the effect of which would be to
close the jute factory, throw five or six hundred of my con-
stituents out of jobs, completely destroy the business of the
employers of these men, and visit great financial loss upon
the entire community in which the manufacturing plant is
located. With cotton farmers and workers in a jute manu-
facturing plant in my district, I have given this matter careful
and serious thought and at all times have tried to consider
it fairly and impartially.

In discussing this measure my distinguished friend from
South Carolina has emphasized the net-weight features of
the bill, but he has placed more emphasis upon other pro-
visions of the measure and other entirely extraneous matters,
and has actually beclouded the real questions involved. He
refers to the hill as “the net-weight bill,” hoping, of course, to
sell this Committee on the idea that selling by net weight is
preferable to selling by gross weight. If this were, in fact, a
net-weight bill and nothing more, I should be very glad to
support it; but even then, coming from a cotton district, it
would probably be difficult for me to explain to the cotton
farmers, who have for more than a hundred years sold their
cotton on a gross-weight basis, just why the change was con-
sidered desirable.

The situation is just this: All through the years cotton
farmers have sold their cotton on a gross-weight basis, and
when a cotton farmer carries his cotton to market, wrapped
in heavy jute bagging, it is weighed, and he is paid the pre-
vailing market price for that cotton, including the bagging
and ties, and no deduction whatever is made on account of
the type of bagging used. The bagging and ties are weighed
just as if they were cotton. Whether or not the farmer is
actually paid for the bagging and ties, he feels and believes
that he is being paid for them. If this bill is enacted, the
weight of the bagging and ties will be deducted from the gross
weight of the bale of cotton, and the farmer will believe,
whether it is true or not, that this act is depriving him of
something which he has heretofore received. I am not aware
of any interest in this measure on the part of farmers in
my district. Although I have been a Member of Congress
since 1934, I do not now recall having received a single letter
from a farmer in my district asking me to vote for this bill.
On the other hand, I have received numerous letters and tele-
grams from those engaged in the cotton trade in opposition
to the measure.

The gentleman from South Carolina in discussing this
measure has had a lot to say about high-density gins. There
is not one word in this bill about high-density gins, and dis~
cussion of high-density gins is entirely extraneous. My
friend from South Carolina has exhibited a picture of
American cotton and foreign cotton. The picture evidently
was taken in a foreign country. I believe he stated that the
picture was taken in Liverpool. He failed to call attention
to the fact that the bales of American cotton shown in the
picture had reached the end of their journey and had been
cut for sampling on all sides. Buyers of cotton do not rely
upon samples drawn by other buyers. Each buyer rips the
bale open and draws his own sample and after a bale of
cotton has exchanged hands a number of times the bagging
is pretty well sliced to pieces. Neither did my friend call
attention to the fact that the American cotton in the pic-
ture, after having been cut many times for sampling, had
been placed in a high-density compress and pressed into
about one-half of its original size. Of course, the American
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cotton appears to be a very ragged package under such cir-
cumstances, especially when placed by the side of foreign
cotton neatly wrapped in burlap bagging which has never
been cut for sampling and probably never is cut for sampling
as is the case in this country. I suppose that the person who
took the picture for my friend would naturally have selected
the most ragged looking bale of American cotton he could
possibly find as he would be anxious to accentuate the dif-
ference in appearance. The truth is that when American
cotton comes from the gin wrapped in jute bagging it is no%
a disgraceful looking package. It is, in fact, a very neat look-
ing package. But after the cotton buyers take their knives
from their pockets and slice it from one end to the other,
cutting the jute bagging all to pieces, the bale, of course,
looks ragged. If American cotton were wrapped in cotton
bagging and then knifed from one end to the other by cot-
ton buyers in this country, when it reached Liverpool I
doubt if the package would have a much better appearance
than cotton which is wrapped in jute. The truth is, jute
bagging is much stronger than cotton bagging.

We are not just dealing with a net-weight bill, as I have
heretofore pointed out. The fact is, and I am sure that the
gentleman from South Carolina will have to admit, that
the real purpose of this bill and the paramount purpose he
has in mind is to outlaw this heavy-weight jute bagging. The
bill does not in any way guarantee or give any assurance
that American cotton will hereafter be wrapped in cotton
bagging. Suppose we outlaw this heavy-weight jute bag-
ging, what would be the result? Suppose we pass this bill
and close the mill in my district and in Congressman Dar-
DEN’'s district, and other jute mills in this country, what
will then be the situation? In the first place, we will add
to the army of the unemployed and to the relief rolls of the
Nation. We will, for all intents and purposes, actually con-
fiscate by making useless the machinery now installed in
these mills in different sections of the country. At the same
time American cotton will not be wrapped in bagging made
of American cotton, but will be wrapped in burlap bagging,
which is made of jute which comes from the same source
that this heavy-weight bagging comes from.

Mr. PACE. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. 1 yield for a brief question.

Mr. PACE. Does not the gentleman know that the jute
plant in his district at almost nominal cost can change its
machinery to manufacture cotton bagging instead of jute
bageging and that it will not throw anybody out of work?

Mr. COOLEY. I know quite to the contrary. I under-
stand that all the machinery in the jute mill in my district
is made and designed to make this heavy jute bagging and
that the machinery cannot be used for any other purpose.
The owners of the mill tell me that the machinery would
have to be junked in the event of the passage of this
measure.

If we could write a provision in this bill which would
require the selling of American cotton on a net-weight basis
and a provision which would require that every bale of
American cotton be wrapped in bagging made of American
cotton it would appear that such a measure would be bene-
ficial to cotton farmers only to the extent that it would
provide a new use for American cotton which would result
in depleting the surplus now on hand. I understand that
even if the entire crop of American cofton were wrapped in
cotton bagging it would take only 150,000 or 200,000 bales to
do the job the first year. The second year the cotton bag-
ging would be re-processed and the amount of cotton
required would be around 40,000 to 50,000 bales annually
after the first year.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Eentucky.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. How can the Government
sell these 12,000,000 bales of cotton to foreign countries with
jute around them if this bill is passed?

Mr. COOLEY. If the cotton is not disposed of until after
the effective date of the bill I understand that it will be a
violation of the law to sell it if it is wrapped in jute bagging.
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Mr. FULMER. As a matter of fact, the gentleman’s state-
ment is not correct. Every bale of that cotton that is baled
now or hereafter or between now and the time the bill goes
into effect with that jute bagging on it would be sold either
at gross or net weight.

Mr. COOLEY. What are you going to do about the pro-
vision which provides that no covering shall exceed 14
ounces per square yard?

Mr. FULMER. Hereafter every bale will have to have
that.

Mr. COOLEY. But the bill does not say that.

Mr. FULMER. Yes it does.

Mr. COOLEY. If I understood the gentleman correctly,
he stated that when this bill became law it would be un-
lawful to sell a bale of cotton wrapped in any bagging which
exceeded in weight 14 ounces per square yard and this heavy
jute bagging certainly exceeds 14 ounces.

Mr. FULMER. If placed in a cotton gin after this bill
goes into effect but if it is now in this country——

Mr. COOLEY. But the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr,
Rosston] pointed out the situation that might exist if the
Government failed to dispose of the stock on hand and
failed to dispose of the cwrrent crop and asks whether or
not this bill would be applicable to that cotton which might
be sold after the effective date.

Mr. POAGE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. If the gentleman will refer to the language
of the hill at the bottom of page 3 and at the top of page 4
he will find that the measure makes it unlawful for any
person to ship or deliver for shipment in interstate or for-
eign commerce any bale of cotton ginned after the effective
date of the United States official cotton tare standards on
which the bagging and ties or patches do not conform with
such United States official cotton tare standards.

Mr, COOLEY. After the effective date.

Mr. POAGE. The present cotton crop was not ginned
before the effective date.

Mr. COOLEY. But the situation still might exist that
the Government might have a loan on cotton grown in the
current year,

Mr. POAGE. But it could not have been ginned after the
effective date.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin, Mr., Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. On page 2 why should the
word “cotton” apply only to cotton produced in America?
You are going to permit foreign cofton to be shipped in
these ragged jute bags if you pass this bill.

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know that there is anything in
the bill to prohibit that.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to my distinguished friend from
Georgia.

Mr. PACE. Dgoes the gentleman know of a single bale of
cotton on which the United States Government has a loan
that has not been ginned?

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly not.
and answers itself.

Mr. PACE. Why does the gentleman say then that we
could not sell the loan cotton, when this hill does not apply
to a bale of cotton that has heretofore been ginned?

Mr. COOLEY. I did not say that. I said any cotton
wrapped in jute bagging which might be on hand after the
effective date of this act—it would be unlawful to sell it.

Mr, PACE. The gentleman does not contend that now?

Mr. COOLEY. And then the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poace] called my attention to the fact that this is applicable
only to cotton ginned after the effective date of the act.

Mr. PACE. But the gentleman did not retract his state-
ment made to the gentleman from Kentucky,

The question is absurd
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Mr. COOLEY. Well, I will retract it now, if that will
please the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Does the gentleman know whether
or not there is any plant or any section of the country that
is exclusively manufacturing these cotton bags; in other
words, if this bill is passed, will it favor any particular
group or any particular section of the country?

Mr. COOLEY. Some gentleman has stated there is a
manufacturer of cotton bagging in this country, but I do
not know where that plant is located. I think the suggestion
was made that it was in New Orleans.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. So they would practically have at
the very beginning a business exclusive to themselves?

Mr. COOLEY. Not necessarily for cotton bagging, no;
because, as I stated before, and I think the gentleman from
South Carolina will agree, a burlap bagging of the same
weight as the cotton bagging can be manufactured much
cheaper than the cotton bagging can be manufactured. The
point I am trying to make is that I honestly believe the bill
will not do what the gentleman from South Carolina thinks
it will do.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. My point is this, that the moment
this bill becomes a law and goes into effect, the business of
covering these bales of cotton would immediately go to this
place that manufactures these cotton bags now?

Mr. COOLEY. To manufacturers of cotton bagging, and
perhaps burlap bagging, which may hereafter be manufac-
tured but in the meantime it would absolutely outlaw the
heavy jute bagging.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. BROOKS. The gentleman knows that there are lots
of places in this country that can manufacture cotton

bagging.

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly.

Mr. BROOKS. And it would not give a monopoly to any-
one?

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly not. I did not mean to suggest
that.

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. CLASON. If we have bales of cotton, some wrapped

in jute, contrary to the then existing law, and some wrapped
according to the then existing law, the bales of cotton
owned by the Government and wrapped contrary to law, will
not bring as much in the market as the new type?

Mr. COOLEY. According to the argument of the author
of this bill, that is correct.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. TERRY. Does the gentleman know whether or not
that cotton bagging is a patented article?

Mr. COOLEY. I do not suppose that it is.

Mr. TERRY. Is it not a fact that any factory ecan manu-
facture the cotton bagging?

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, there is no argument about ‘that.
Anybody that owns the machinery and can get the cotton
can manufacture cotton bagging, but I say that I do not
believe cotton bagging will be used. Further, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is now subsidizing the manufacture of
cotton bagging and when they do that they are taking busi-
ness from the manufacturers of other types of bagging.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman know what additional
cost it will require for any manufacturer making jute bags
to transform his factory and manufacture cotton bags?
What part of his machinery would have to be exchanged
for other machinery?

Mr. COOLEY. They tell me the entire machinery will
have to be thrown aside, that they cannot use the machinery
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now used in manufacturing heavy jute bagging to manu-
facture either burlap or cotton bagging.

Mr. RICH. Is it possible for them to mix the cotton and
the jute in their manufacture?

Mr. COOLEY. I cannot answer that.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD., How many bales of coiton would be
required to furnish the necessary cotton bagging?

Mr. COOLEY. If all of the American cotton were wrapped
in cotton bagging, the estimates run from 150,000 to 200,000
bales of cotton for the first year, but the fact remains
that even though 150,000 to 200,000 bales are required
the first year, after that that cotton would be reprocessed
and remanufactured into bagging and be used again, and
they tell us, that the second or the third year, only from
30,000 to 40,000 bales of cotton would be used if the entire
American cotton crop were wrapped in cotton bagging;
but no one denies the fact that burlap bagging can be pur-
chased even now, with cotton selling at the present price,
at a much cheaper price than can cotton bagging be pur-
chased, and so the net result of this bill will be, as I see
it, to force the use of burlap bagging, which is likewise an
imported article, and it will not force the use of cotton
bagging. I have several communications here in respect to
this matter, which I shall include as a part of my remarks
under unanimous consent to extend and include them, and
they are as follows:

TeENNESSEE CoTTON GINNERS ASSOCIATION,

Jackson, Tenn., June 7, 1939.
Hon. Harorp D. 0002% i 5o

on, D. C.

mﬁnwﬂsm%g: .:: tggt annual convention of the Ten-

nessee Cotton Ginners Association held here in Jackson, Monday,
May 29, our resolution, which we are enclosing you, condemns
what is known as the net weight cotton bill. This resolution was
adopted without any opposition.

We urge you to use your influence in defeating this bill, as the
resolution sets out the views of four-hundred-and-fifty-odd cotton
ginners in the State of Tennessee.

The bill is known as the Fulmer net-weight bill, H. R. 57.

Thanking you for your attention to this matter, I am,

Yours very truly,
CarL WiLLIAMS, Secretary.

Whereas we the ginners of Tennessee assembled in annual con-
vention this 20th day of May 1939 can see no good that will come
to the ginners or producers of cotton from the so-called net-weight

bill; and

Whereas in the long run the added cost will fall on the back of
the ginner; and

Whereas this net-weight bill will not cause the use of any material
amount of cotton the first year and little raw material the suc-
ceeding year: Be it

Resolved, That the Tennessee Cotton Ginners Association con-
demn this bill because no good will come from it, and it will cause
a loss of $18,000,000 to the farmers per year.

Jouan E. RoeerTs, Memphis,
E. H. Francisco, Huntingdon,
R. R. TrrroN, Tiptonville,
Committee.
Murruy, N. C., June 6, 1939.
Harorn D. COOLEY,
Member of Congress:

Am asking you to please oppose the Fulmer net-weight bill, as
it would be very injurious to the southern cotton farmer, and
result in the use of light-welght, foreign-made burlap, and cost
of farmers the cotton price of 22 pounds of tare. Trust you vote
against.

Dr. P, V. TaTLOR,
President, North Carolina Ginners Association.

LavriNeure, N. C., June 6, 1939.
Congressman HaroLp D. CooLEY,
Washington, D. C.:

TUnderstand Fulmer net-weight bill hearing scheduled for Wednes-
day. Feel bill detrimental to cotton farmers. Would appreciate
your vigorous opposition.

E. H. Evans.

Rocky MounT, N. C., June 6, 1939,
Hon. Harorp D. CooLEY,

United States House of Representatives:
We urgently request you oppose H. R. 57, Fulmer net weight
, cotton Dbill when it is brought up for vote probably tomorrow. We
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belleve it will really hurt our cotton farmers rather than help
them. Letier follows,
PranTeERs CorrOoN OIL & FERTILIZER CoO.

HeNDERSON, N, C., June 6, 1939,
Hon. Harorp D, CoOLEY,
Washington, D, C.:

Fulmer bill, H. R. 57, for vote in House Wednesday: Passage this
bill would destroy our business and jobs of our 500 empiloyees.
Bill intended to foster use cotton bagging by limiting weight of
tare. Real result would be to cause use of light-weight foreign
burlap, which is within specifications of bill and half the price
cotton bagging. Would destroy established American industry in
favor of foreign burlap manufacturers.

CaroLiNa Baccing Co.
SELMA, N. C., June 6, 1939,
Hon. Harorp D, Coorey, M. C.:
May we ask you please vote against House bill 57?
PiNE LEvEL Orn MLy,
Pine Level, N. C.
HenpERSON, N. C., June 6, 1939.
Congressman HaroLp D. CooLEY:

Many thanks for your telegram. Am wiring all North Carolina
Congressmen, urging opposition to bill. Passage would be fatal to
Carolina Bagging Co. and is of utmost concern to this entire com-
munity. Hope that we have your cooperation in opposition to this
measure,

BENNETT H. PERRY,

HenpERsON, N. C,, June 6, 1939.
Hon. HaroLp D. COOLEY,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. CoorEY: Thank you very much for your wire, stat-
ing that Chairman Jones had advised you that the Fulmer bill,
H. R. 57, would be brought up in the House on Wednesday.

We wired you this morning, as we did all other North Carolina
Representatives, pointing out that passage of this bill would
destroy our business as well as the jobs of our 500 employees.
Such destruction would, also, apply to many other similar busi-
nesses located in the South.

¥You will also note that we again called attention to the im-
portant fact that while the bill is intended to bring about the
use of cotton bagging through limiting the weight of tare, this
result would not be accomplished. Light-weight burlap, which
meets tare specifieations of bill, made exclusively in foreign coun-
tries, would be substituted because it is far cheaper than cotton
bagging. The business of covering the American crop would,
therefore, be taken away from American manufacturers such as
ourselves and given to foreign manufacturers and foreign labor.

In view of these facts we hope you will oppose this biil.

‘With sincere regards,

Yours very truly,
CaroriNa Bacemng Co.,
E. F. Parzam, President.

PranTERs CorToN OIL & FERTILIZER CO.,
Rocky Mount, N. C., June 6, 1939.
Hon. Harorp D. CooLEY,
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. CooLEY: We wired you this afternoon as follows:

“We urgently request you oppose H. R. 57, Fulmer net-weight
cotton bill, when it is brought up for vote, probably tomorrow.
We belleve it will really hurt our cotton farmers rather than help
them. Letter follows.”

At the present time the average bale of cotton in our section has
12 pounds of jute bagging on same and is sold on a gross weight,
whereas cotton bagging only weighs 415 pounds to a pattern, or a
difference of 7% pounds between the two weights of bagging in
question. The cost to the farmer in our section for jute bagging
and ties is $1 per bale, and this difference in weight, as it now
stands, at the present price of cotton, pays for all of the bagging the
farmer uses. The cost of ties in either case will be the same.

After the first year this cotton bagging will be reworked and used
again as covering for cotton, thereby reducing the actual number of
bales each year consumed in this channel to a minimum. As we
understand it, the Government will have to continue to subsidize
the producer of the cotton bagging in order to make it reasonable
enough in price to be used to cover cotton. If H. R. 57 becomes a
law, it is mandatory that cotton covering be used; and if the Gov-~
ernment then discontinues the subsidy to the producers of cotton
bagging, the cost of covering for our lint cotton will then double.
In other words, it will act as a boomerang.

We cincerely trust that you will use every effort to oppose this
bill. With all good wishes and kind personal regards from the
writer, we beg to remalin,

Yours very truly,
R. 8. Oriver, Sales Manager.

It seems to me that it is plain, when you consider that
this bill requires that bagging shall weigh a certain number
of ounces per yard, an effort is being made to regulate the
use of bagging, with the idea of either forcing the use of a
certain type or excluding the use of a certain other type.
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It is perfectly plain that the purpose is to exclude the use
of any jute bagging, which the farmers have used through-
out the years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina has again expired.

Mr., FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. NicroLs].

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I am frank to state to the
committee that I do not know exactly what the result of the
passage of this legislation would be, but if I understand the
aim of the bill, whether or not that aim is accomplished, it is
to make it desirable and make it necessary that cotton bag-
ging be used to wrap cotton bales. In the name of common
sense, what cotton farmer, what Member of Congress repre-
senting a cotton district, what American citizen, as a matter
of fact, who must be interested in one of our largest export
products, can say that he would not support a piece of legis-
lation the purpose of which is to provide that cotton should
be wrapped in cotton? Is there a man on this floor who can
tell me in any degree of seriousness that that would hurt the
American cotton farmer? Of course not. If it were possible
to put up every commodity produced in the United States,
and package that commeodity in its own self, it would simply
increase the domestic consumption as well as the foreign con-
sumption of that commodity. What is wrong with that? Ido
not want to see the jute mills close, but there are only about
12,000,000 bales of cotton produced in the United States; and
that is a liberal estimate. Certainly my friends from the jute
manufacturing centers of the United States will not tell me
that those jute mills are surviving upon the production o?
jute to wrap 12,000,000 bales of cotton of the character ot
that in which cotton bales are wrapped. I am ready to agree
that it might affect it some, but I know of no jute mills which
manufacture simply this material and no other jute products.
I have been laboring under the impression that twine string
and other strings, cords, burlap, and the like were produced
in the jute mills of this country. Some of my friends would
have you think that to pass this devastating law, the pur-
pose of which is to increase the consumption of cotton in the
United States, a commodity that everyone admits now is in
excess production in this country, would close down the jute
mills of this country. It would do no such thing.

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yieid?

Mr., NICHOLS. I yield briefly.

Mr. PATRICK. I want to vote for everything that will
help the cotton farmer. As I understood Mr. CoorLEy, he
stated that if this law goes through it will not help increase
the sale of cotton.

Mr. NICHOLS. Well, I do not know. My distinguished
friend [Mr. CooLey] is afraid that this will not help the
cotton farmer. Is he afraid it will hurt him? No one will
say that it will hurt the cotton farmer. Now, you have to
vote against this bill upon some other premise than that.
It would not increase the use of jute in the United States,
would it? Certainly not. The worst that can happen is
that it will increase the consumption of cotton if a single
cotton bag is put on a bale of cotton that is now covered by
jute. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Mris].

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I take the floor
at this time not with the intention of trying to persuade any
of you to vote for this bill or against it, but I want to give
you the advanage of my experience and observations as a
cotton farmer,

I want to call attention to one point that you have over-
looked, and that is when I haul a bale of cotton to the
market, I might think I am receiving payment for 21 pounds
of jute. In fact, that is not so. I will tell you why it is not
s0. The cotton mills know specifically when they get ready
to buy cotton, that they are buying net weight. Therefore,
a 500-pound bale of cotton at 8 cents a pound will bring $40.
When you subtract 21 pounds, which is allowed the cotton
producer, and 9 pounds which it allowed to the man who
transports it, or a total of 30 pounds, you have a net weight
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of 470 pounds. Divide 470 pounds into $40 makes the cot-
ton worth 8.3 cents a pound. In other words, the price of
cotton is based upon actually what the cotton buyer is
receiving in net weight.

Mr. FULMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MILLS of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. FULMER. When the price is made by the cotton
manufacturers in this country, the price is discounted to
take care of the surplus that is not put on in any other
country in the world. In the foreign price they apply the
average price to take care of the cotton instead of paying
for this bagging.

Mr. MILLS of Leuisiana. I thank the gentleman for his
confribution. He is exactly correct.

I want it to be well understood that I am a cotton farmer
and I am speaking for the cotton farmer, therefore I believe
the American farmer is entitled to the American market.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. RICH. As I understand it the English manufacturers
pay for the net weight. Does this not apply to the American
manufacturers also?

Mr. MILLS. That is correct.

Mr. RICH. He pays for the net weight also?

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman will yield, does not the
gentleman understand that even though this bill becomes a
law that it will be much cheaper to use jute burlap in wrap-
ping American cotton than it would be to use cotton bagging
even at the present cheap price for cotton?

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. I am not certain on that point.
I will be happy to have the gentleman from South Carolina
answer that question.

Mr. FULMER. I may state to the gentleman that if he
will call up the Department of Agriculture and ask for the
facts with reference to the use of jute burlap on a competi-
tive basis with cotton, and find out the advantages to be
gained from the use of the light cotton covering in place of
the heavy jute, he would come to the conclusion that on a
competitive basis cotton would be used instead of burlap.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. May I ask the gentleman from South
Carolina a question?

Mr. FULMER. Yes.

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact that the Department of
Agriculture is now spending thousands of dollars and per-
haps hundreds of thousands of dollars trying to put cotton
into competition with burlap bagging?

Mr. FULMER. No. It is simply because we are selling
on the gross weight, and you cannot put on a light weight
covering and sell on the gross weight basis.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. WALTER. I am in receipt of a telegram from some
people who are interested in American cotton, from which
I want to read this statement:

We are firmly of the oplinion that if the method of selling raw
cotton is changed from gross weight to net welght it will result
in imposing a costly burden on American cotton growers due
to very slight likelihood of the grower ever recelving a higher

price for his cotton sold on net-welght basis as compared with
price he would receive on gross-weight basis.

Mr. MILLS of Louisiana. That is exactly the point I am
trying to bring out at this particular time, as I am afraid
many Members are laboring under a misapprehension of
the subject.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LuTHER A. JOHNSON].

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I believe if all
the Members of the House lived in the South where cotton is
grown and knew how it is handled, it would not be necessary
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to speak in behalf of this bill. For many, many years—in
fact, so long as I can remember—jute has been used as a
wrapper of cotton bales; and the jute industry is the most
highly organized of all industries. It has opposed vigorously
and aggressively legislation calculated to cause cotton bales
to be wrapped in cotton fabric rather than jute.

The cotton farmers for a great many years were fooled
because of the fact that the farmers were led to believe
that they were paid for this additional weight of jute. They
were, therefore, opposed to legislation that would permit
them to wrap their cotton in anything but jute, but they
have now been disillusioned. In this connection I want to
read a letter from the president of the largest agricultural
college in the world, which is located in my district, Mr.
T. O. Walton, president of the Agricultural and Mechanical
College of Texas, in support of this bill:

Why the farmers of the South have not insisted long ago that
the practice of charging 30 pounds tare against each bale of cotton
should be discontinued has puzzled me through the years. The
only explanation which I can find that is at all satisfactory is that
they believe they are getting paid the full amount for the bagging
and ties and, since they do not know definitely what happened
in the dark, they have not made a great row about this injustice
that has been impeosed upon them through the years.

Any effort that you may make which will result in stopping
this practice which is unfair to the cotton producer of the entire
Bouth will be an effort in the interest of a good cause and one that
will make every cotton farmer your debtor. I think the bill should
be pressed vigorously and hope that every southern Congressman
and Senator will assist you in securing its passage.

The Federal Government is spending large sums to dis-
cover new uses for cotton and this bill will help to solve in
a practical and simple way, at least in part, this problem.
Surely the cotton farmers of the South should be permitted
and encouraged to wrap cotton in cotton instead of jute
imported from India, and thereby consume annually at
least 200,000 bales of cotton.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DARDEN].

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, there is a good deal of dif-
ference of opinion on this legislation. I was very much in-
terested in the statement of the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CoorLEY], because I thought he made a clear
and fair analysis of this bill. Since many Members are ask-
ing for time, I shall be as brief as possible.

Mr. Chairman, my own situation is rather peculiar.
Within my district are located three plants engaged in the
manufacture of jute bagging. Their pay rolls amount to
something less than $700,000 a year, and they employ sev-
eral hundred pecple in this work. The net result of this
legislation will be to shut down these plants.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DARDEN. I yield.

Mr. PACE. Does not the gentleman know that all three
of the plants in his district are not engaged solely in the
manufacture of jute products but manufacture cotton
products also?

Mr. DARDEN. As to that, I can only say that they advise
me that such is not the case. I am not personally ac-
quainted with their operations; consequently, I must rely on
what they tell me.

Mr. PACE. Is not one of those the Ludlow Manufacturing
Co.?

Mr. DARDEN. No; not to my knowledge.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DARDEN. I yield to the
Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman have any idea what it
will cost the plants in his district to change over from the
manufacture of jute to the manufacture of cotton?

Mr. DARDEN. No, I do not. I could not give the gentle-
man any accurate figures on that.

Mr. RICH. Their plants and buildings would be satisfac-
tory, of course. It would be just a question of change in
machinery, would it not?

Mr. DARDEN. Yes; just a question of the machinery.

gentleman from
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Mr. RICH. This bill, as I understand it, will allow at
least 1 year after the bill is passed so that those changes
may be made?

Mr. DARDEN. Yes; I think it does so provide.

Mr. NICHOLS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DARDEN. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICHOLS. Do the plants and factories in the gentle-
man’s district manufacture any jute products besides jute
bagging that covers cotton bales?

Mr. DARDEN. I do not think so, but I am not sure.

Mr. NICHOLS. If they manufactured anything else be-
sides that particular jute bagging, then they would not have
to close because that is the only thing affected by this bill.

Mr. DARDEN. That is true; but I do not think that is
the case. I believe their total operations are confined to
the manufacture of jute bagging. There used to be a good
deal of compressing done down there. There used to be an
export market there, but we have lost it to a very great
extent.

Mr. NICHOLS. The gentleman understands there are
only 12,000,000 of those bags used annually in the United
States?

Mr. DARDEN. Yes; but there are only 12 to 14 plants
engaged in that industry in this country. There is a total
pay roll involved of approximately $4,000,000 that will be
lost.

Mr. RICH. How much of a pay roll is there?

Mr. DARDEN. About $4,000,000 in the country, I under-
stand.

Mr. RICH. Can the gentleman find out what would
be the actual necessary expense of changing over this
machinery?

Mr. WALTER. If the gentleman will yield, I can answer
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rica]l. I have been
advised by one of the manufacturers it would not pay them
to expend the amount necessary to make the change in
their machinery,

Mr. RICH. Why not?

Mr. FULMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DARDEN. I yield to the gentleman from South
Carolina.

Mr. FULMER. May I say to the gentleman that I re-
cently received a letter stating that the bagging mill in that
particular section would be in position to almost over=
night change its machinery so that it could manufacture
cotton bagging, and I am also advised that it would cost
very little to do this.

Mr. DARDEN. Here is the thing to which we ought to
give consideration: It is true that cotton at the present very
low price level might be on a competitive basis with burlap,
but there is not a Member of the House who does not look
forward and hope for a materially better price for cotton
because the South cannot exist under the present price that
we are receiving for cotton. Should that take place, there is
no doubt but what burlap then would have a decided advan-
tage over cotton as a wrapping and would replace it in opera-
tions such as this.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Chairman, the result would be that
we have closed these plants that are now operating in certain
sections of the country without having benefited the farmers
engaged in the production of cotton.

Mr. SOUTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DARDEN. 1 yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SOUTH. It is very evident, is it not, that the price of
cotton will not increase materially unless our surplus is
worked down, and this is one of the means by which that
surplus may be reduced? The gentleman will concede both
of those points?

Mr. DARDEN. Yes. We must also give consideration to
another point which has been raised this afternoon. The
argument has been made in the consideration of this measure
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that we should close our doors to the foreign products. Cot-
ton depends in the end upon our sales abroad. It would seem
unwise to advocate any plan which would tend to interfere
with the sale of cotton to other countries.

Mr. SOUTH. That is true, but this bill does not propose
to do that.

Mr. DARDEN. No; but the argument has been advanced
in defense of this bill that that is what should be done. As a
matter of fact, the farmer is not going to receive an extra
dollar for his cotton as a result of this legislation. That has
been pointed out already by Mr. COOLEY.

Mr. COOLEY. Did the gentleman mean to say to the
gentleman from Texas that this bill would result in a sub-
stantial amount of cotton being used?

Mr. DARDEN. No. I say it will result probably in an
additional use for cotton in the immediate future. Once
cotton rises in price, I do not think it will be used because
it will be supplanted by burlap.

Mr. CLASON. As a matter of fact, this bill does prevent
cotton from any other country entering the United States.

Mr. DARDEN. Yes; but I do not think that is a major
point, and I do not think the author of the bill would insist
on that, although I do not know. As I stated, I do not think
that is a major point.

" Mr. CLASON. But it backs up the gentleman’s statement
that if you commence closing our market to the other fellow
they will close theirs to us.

Mr. DARDEN. Yes; that is unquestionably true.

Mr, NICHOLS. The gentleman points out that if cotton
gets too high in price probably burlap could compete with
the cotton bagging and would probably be used. Does not the
gentleman agree with me that the cotton farmers and cotton-
producing sections of the United States could well afford to
pay more money for a cotton bagging to wrap a cotton bale
in than for the burlap bagging?

Mr. DARDEN. Unquestionably that is true, but the gen-
tleman knows as well as I do that they are not going to pay
a premium if they can buy another bagging at a cheaper
price. They will purchase the material which serves their
purpose at the best possible price.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON.]

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, it is well known
among cotton growers and cotton merchants that the tare
evil is most expensive to the cotton growers, and results in
very great disadvantage as well to the producers of cotton.
It has been suggested that this evil should be remedied by
the cotton trade. It might as well be argued that there was
no necessity for the regulation of the wheat exchanges and
the cotton exchanges as to argue that the cotton trade is
going to remedy this evil. It is just as essential to pass
legislation to remedy this evil as it was to pass legislation
to remedy the evil resulting from the operation of the cot-
ton, corn, and wheat exchanges.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WHITTINGTON. I prefer completing my statement
first. That is not altegether my view. Probably the largest
cotton merchant in the world is W. L. Clayton, and he has
answered the question. He states, as shown by page 6 of
the report of the committee, and I quote:

The cotton trade has been seeking for many years to bring
about the necessary reform in the tare evil but has made practi-
cally no progress in doing so.

He stated that only legislation could solve the problem,
and that the pending bill should accomplish the purpose.

Thus says one of the largest cotton merchants of the
world.

The Department of Agriculture favors the enactment of
this bill. The Cotton Growers Cooperative Association of
North Carolina favors the enactment of this bill, as dis-
closed by the report of the committee. The American Cot-
ton Cooperative Association favors the enactment of this
bill. Suppose it does require the readjustment of a few fac-
tories and a few thousand workers., It is admitted it will
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provide for 150,000 to 200,000 bales of cotton, The Congress
of the United States has appropriated millions of dollars in
an effort to provide new uses for cotton and other agricul-
tural products.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I shall be pleased to yield as soon
as I have completed my statement. The gentleman had 15
minutes and I have only 5 minutes.

The pending bill is probably the best avenue immediately
available to increase the new uses of cotton. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the cotton associations, the cotton
merchants, and the cotton mills say that legislation of this
character is essential if this tare evil is to be remedied. I
wish to say in this connection that as a cotton grower I
know the influences behind the ginners. I know the influ-
ences behind the cotton merchants who have asked us to
oppose this bill. But first and last, as a cotton grower and
as a cotton ginner, I tell you that the jute influences that
have been able for all these 90 years to prevent a tariff on
jute, and the jute influences, well organized, that have been
able to influence the cotton trade and the exchanges in the
cotton trade, are undertaking to prevent the passage of this
bill. So, in my judgment, even though it does require a
readjustment in a few jute factories, we should think of the
thousands and tens of thousands of families in the South-
land that will be provided for if this legislation is passed.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I shall be pleased to yield in just
a moment,

Under the system that obtains the tare means this: in the
domestic market the farmer generally receives credit for 21
pounds tare, around 16 pounds for bagging and 5 pounds for
ties. If that cotton is sold on the net weight, as foreign
cotton is sold, you can very readily understand that it will
provide additional uses of cotton. Now, jute is chearer than
cotton. There is no denying that, but I want to call your
attention to the fact that when cotton is cheapest often jute
is highest, because if there is one monopoly more strongly
entrenched than any other in the United States, it is the jute
monopoly. When cotton in 1937 and in 1925 and in 1926
went down because of excessive crops, the price of jute went
up, inasmuch as growers could not change bagging during
the cotton season in the ginning of the crops. If cotton is
sold on a net-weight basis, I believe, Mr. Chairman, that in
the long run it will provide for a better price to the grower.
I respectfully submit, Mr. Chairman, that those who favor the
promotion of agriculture and the promotion of cotton and
increasing the use of cotton and other agricultural products
should support this bill. [Applause.]

Under the leave to extend, I reply briefly to some of the
arguments in opposition to the pending bill.

It is said that jute bagging has been used by cotton growers
for 90 years and that it should be continued. This argument
would retard progress and prevent advancement. Inventions
would never be made. The status quo would always be main-
tained.

It is stated that jute mills provide for domestic labor.
The machinery in these mills could be changed, burlap could
be manufactured, or the plants might be utilized for the
manufacture of cotton. But there is another side to tha
picture. Exports of cotton are declining. There is less
domestic consumption. Workers in the cotton fields of the
South are being denied the privilege of working. It would
be better to provide for 10,000 workers in the cotton fields
rather than 100 workers in the jute factories.

Attention is called to the fact that the Government has
11,000,000 bales of cotton and that it could not be sold in
interstate commerce under the provisions of the bill. When
pressed, the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY],
an opponent of the bill, admitted he had overlooked the
provisions of the bill. Section 3 provides that only cotton
ginned after the effective date of the act cannot be sold in
commerce. This objection is captious; it is like other objec-
tions to the bill. It falls of its own weight.
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It is asserted that there is nothing in the hearings to show
that cotton bagging would weigh around 14 ounces per
square yard. As stated by the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. FoLmer] the hearings disclosed that cotton bagging
weighing not to exceed 14 ounces per square yard is substan-
tial. There is a reason, therefore, for limiting the maximum
weight of any fabric under section 2 of the bill. At the
same time there is no discrimination between cotton and
other products. Burlap may be used, but jute will not be
used. If the maximum-weight provision of section 2 is
eliminated, it would invalidate the bill. Jute would con-
tinue to be used. It weighs more and costs less than cotton.
The tenant and the grower would be inclined to buy the
cheaper fabric to wrap his cotton in, but over a period cf
years, the use of cotton bagging would be of benefit to the
cotton grower.

The method of baling and handling American cotton
causes great loss to American cotton growers. The tare evil
is a real one. American cotton is the poorest packed com-
modity in world trade, and hence is at a great disadvantage
in competition with the well-packed cotton of foreign coun-
tries. The cotton trade might remedy the situation but as
disclosed by the hearings, and as I have stated, the cotton
trade has made practically no progress in making the neces-
sary reforms. They have made no more progress in re-
forming the tare evil than they have in reforming the
exchanges, It was necessary for Congress to pass legislation
to regulate exchanges; it is equally necessary for Congress to
pass legislation for net weights in cotton.

The tare evil results from the fact that in domestic com-
merce the seller is allowed a tare of 21 pounds and in foreign
commerce he is allowed a tare of 30 pounds per bale. The
use of jute for 90 years is easily explained. Jute is ordi-
narily cheaper than cotton; at least it was formerly the case.
Two-pound bagging sold during the last year at around 11
cents. Ordinary cotton sold at around 8 cents. With the
decline in the price of cotton, bagging costs more than cotton.
When cotton was 20 cents or 25 cents a pound there was a
small profit to the grower by his being allowed a tare of
21 pounds, but when the cotton buyer, the warehouseman,
and the exporter get through cutting and sampling the bale
of cotton not much wrapping remains, and the cotton be-
comes easily damaged by dust and other foreign substances.
There is an economic loss. There is damage to the grade;
the temporary advantage is more than offset by the perma-
nent disadvantage.

Congress has established an experimental ginning labora-
tory. The appearance of a bale of American cotton when
it reaches the average American mill and when it reaches
foreign warehouses is a disgrace. The staple is injured and
the loss ultimately falls upon the producer.

Not only thoughtful cotton producers, but cotton associa-
tions and cotton cooperative associations, including the Texas
Cooperative Council, the American Cooperative Association,
the North Carolina Cotton Growers, cotton mills, and cotton
shippers favor the adoption of the legislation.

The Department of Agriculture reports favorably on the
bill and recommends its passage. Net-weight selling would
provide an incentive to prevent wasteful practices inherent
in the present gross-weight system and would reduce mar-
keting costs.

It is unthinkable that Congress would appropriate millions
of dollars to provide laboratories to promote new uses of
cotton and other agricultural products and then reject the
only sound provision that has been immediately suggested to
promote new uses of cotton.

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics reports that ap-
proximately 200,000 bales of low-grade cotton would be
placed on a competitive basis with jute, burlap, and other
materials which might be developed.

The bill does not prevent the using of any bale covering
that meets the requirements of the United States tare
standards.

The present tare evils and the use of jute bagging in-
creases fire hazards. Fire insurance marine rates are higher
because of the disreputable jute bagging., It weighs more.
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The transportation of the bale, therefore, costs more. The
proposed bill will eliminate waste, reduce insurance and
freight charges, and there will be an economic saving of
large amounts annually to the producer, the shipper, and
the manufacturer.

The Committee on Agriculture has repeatedly reported
the bill favorably. It will result in simplification of trade
practices; it will eliminate the costs of tares; it will elimi-
nate unfair price competition; it will eliminate much of
the controversy between buyer and seller as to weights.
There will be the sales advantage of a neater package. The
second-hand value of the bagging will probably be five or
six times that of jute.

The passage of the bill will promote a good cause; it will
ultimately make the cotton growers the debtors of all those
who support it. The interests of the cotton growers of the
entire South will be promoted. :

It will take time to make the necessary adjustments, and
it will take time for the ginners and merchants to dispose
of their stocks of jute bagging. The bill provides that it
shall not become effective until a year after its passage. I
will favor any reasonable amendment to postpone the time
of the operation of the bill until ginners, merchants, and
others dispose of their stocks of bagging. I believe that the
passage of the bill will contribute to real and effective prac-
tical relief for cotton growers.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHAFER].

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, a great
many Members of this body were greatly surprised to hear
the protective tariff speech delivered by our distinguished
Democratic colleague who has just left the well of the House.
Our colleagues from the cotton-producing States advocate
the passage of this bill in order to use a few thousand bales
of cotton to replace jute bagging. The benefit to cotton
producers will be infinitesimal. If the Members of Congress
from the cotton States are desirous of helping our American
cotton producers they should join with our Republican Mem-
bers and stop the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Morgen-
thau, from opening up the American taxpayers’ treasury to
the South American dictator countries and giving them
handouts of millions of dollars through the Export-Import
Bank.

The statistics show that during 6 years of our so-called
New Deal our American cotton export market has decreased
over 50 percent. During these 6 years the cotton exported
by these South American dictatorship countries, which have
received New Deal hand-outs of many million dollars from
the American taxpayers’' Treasury, have greatly increased.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the New Deal ad-
ministration has adopted the Hull free-trade doctrine of
tariff and the friendly neighbor hand-out policy of Morgen-
thau, I wonder what Mr. Hull will say when he finds the
New Deal Members of Congress advocating the passage of
the pending bill on protective tariff grounds in direct oppo-
sition to the antiprotective tariff position on which the
reciprocal-trade agreements are based.

Mr. Chairman, this pending bill, and the speeches made
in its behalf, are contrary to the Hull theory of free trade
as embodied in the New Deal trade agreements.

I am a protective tariff advocate. I am sick and tired,
however, of voting for tariff protection for products raised
below the Mason and Dixon line and then listening in and
out of Congress to demagogic speeches about the iniquities
of protective tariff, by those who asked for high protective
tariffs to protect the industries of their States.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WarrTinceTon] and other proponents of this bill have made
some fine protective-tariff speeches in its behalf. I sin-
cerely hope that they will continue to support the principle
of protective tariff and join with the minority to repeal the
Hull reciprocal free-trade agreements, which are inimical
to the interests of the agricultural and industrial producers
of America. [Applause.l
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Poacel.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I have felt we ought to give
just a little more consideration to the answer to the question
that somebody raised here a little while ago that if the farmer
is not actually getting payment in the price of his cotton for
the tare under the present system, why do we continue the
policy of wrapping cotton in this sort of stuff in the South?
The reason, I think, is very evident.

For many years the farmer of the South has supposed he
was being paid at the same price for this jute that he was
being paid for his cotton, but when one stops and analyzes
that he is bound to realize that the man who buys that bale
of cotton, whether he be in Liverpool or whether it be an
American mill, is only buying cotton. The American miller
or the English miller is only interested in buying cotton and
is not going to pay 8 cents a pound for this jute stuff. So
when a bale of cotton reaches the mill, if the mill pays $40,
the farmer considers that he has received $40 for a 500-pound
bale of cotton, but that bale of cotton has 30 pounds of bag-
ging and ties on it. The mill gives $40 for the bale and that
figures 8 cents a pound for a 500-pound bale, but the mill did
not. give 8 cents a pound for this jute bagging you see here.
It had no use for that at any price. The mill gave 8.33% cenfs
for 470 pounds of cotton. That is what the mill paid for and
that is the basis on which every manufacturer buys cotton.
That is the basis on which payment is made—at 8.33 cents per
pound for 470 pounds of cotton, with nothing in the world for
this other stuff. The farmer thought he was getting paid for
500 pounds at 8 cents. He actually got paid 8.33 cents for 470
pounds of cotton, and that is all that he got. Now, who makes
a profit, then, other than the jute interests? The original
weight of the bale included only 21 pounds of tare, but when
that cotton was sold on the Dallas Cotton Exchange the rules
of that exchange allowed 22 pounds of tare—a profit of a few
cents to a cotton buyer. When it was sold on the New York
Exchange the rules of that Exchange allowed 25 pounds of
tare—an additional profit to some trader—and when it was
exported the export rules allowed 30 pounds of tare—and
some cotton exporter made half a dollar per bale, but the
farmer did not make any profit on any of that.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield.

Mr. NICHOLS. Is it not a fact that the ginner who
originally purchased the cotton and paid for the first 21
pounds of tare, makes up his loss by adding it to the price
that he charges the farmer for ginning the cotton?

Mr. POAGE. Absolutely; the farmer pays for the whole
thing,

Mr, SOUTH.

Mr. POAGE. I yield.

Mr. SOUTH. Is it not absolutely ridiculous to say that the
farmer gets paid for the jute? If that were the custom
which it is not, it could and would readily be changed.
Does the gentleman know of anyone who would have the
audacity to try to make that kind of argument stand up here
except this monopoly which is selling jute in this country?

Mr. POAGE. I cannoi conceive of anybody who would
undertake to argue it except those interested in selling this
stuffi—jute.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. Yes.

Mr. COOLEY. I suppose the gentleman heard my state-
ment to the effect that I had no objection to a net-weight
bill.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman has spent a great deal of
time talking about the net-weight features of the bill. I
ask the gentleman if he is not more interested in eliminating
the use of certain bags, and regulating the type generally
than he is in the net-weight features of the bill?

Mr. POAGE. 1 say to the gentleman frankly that I am
more interested in the use of cotton than I am in the net-
weight features of the bill, because, as I calculate it there
can be a saving made to the southern cotton farmer of about

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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33 points on his pound of cotton by reason of the net weight,
but by reason of the use of approximately 200,000 bales of
cotton, and that is what the Bureau Agriculture Economics
suggests would be added to our cotton consumption by using
cotton bagging, we will probably increase the value of the
entire cotton crop by about half a cent on each pound of cot-
ton, so that you will have a profit by reason of increasing
the value of the entire cotton crop by about $30,000,000 per
year or nearly twice as much increase as we have reason fo
expect as a result of the net-weight trading. Therefore
while I am interested in the net weight, I am interested in it
to the extent of probably $15,000,000, but I am interested
in the increase in the price of cotfon by the use of 200,000
additional bales of cotton to the extent of some $30,000,000
per year and therefore, I confess, I am more interested in
the matter of that profit than in the net-weight features of
the bill.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. FULMER. The surplus freight paid on this heavy
bagging amounts to $6,000,000 a year.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct, but the unfortunate thing
about the whole matter is that the farmer cannot see the
losses that he continues to sustain for the benefit—they are
so indirect and so well concealed that, like the tariff, they
pass unnoticed, and by the same token it is going to be hard
for the average farmer to see the tangible benefit of this bill
after it is passed—especially with the propaganda of the jute
people trying to mislead him.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from Oregon [Mr. PIERCE].

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, I am a wheat
farmer from the Pacific Northwest, and I am in favor of this
bill because I believe it is a move in the right direction,
using American cotton to replace foreign jute. If Europe
insists upon committing suicide on the field of battle, it may
be in the near future that more and more we will have to
legislate in this hall for protection of the American farmer,
by giving him exclusive right to the American markets.
More thoroughly than ever am I convinced that the Ameri-
can market is not only for the American industrialist, but
is also for the American farmer. In the Pacific Northwest
we sack millions of bushels of wheat and barley in this
jute. I am not interested in the raisers of jute. They buy
no cotton, they buy no wheat. There is no reciprocal trade
with those people who produce jute. Why should this mar-
ket be given over to them when we can use home-grown
cotton?

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. Yes.

Mr. RICH. So far as dealing with foreign countries is
concerned, does the gentleman not believe that the price
has more to do with selling to foreign buyers than any par-
ticular trade agreement or matter of friendship that may
exist. When people buy things today they buy quality for
the least price that they have to pay for it.

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. There is no doubt about that,
but my interest in this bill arises from the fact that it
creates a market for an American farm product, and every-
thing that may be said for jute should be swept aside when
we learn that here is a market for 200,000 bales of cotton.
That is the argument.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr, Pacel.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Pacgl.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I shall be very grateful for
your close attention. It may be possible for me to help
you better understand the pending bill. I have planted
cotton, I have plowed cotton, I have picked cotton. I have
worked in the gin, I have worked in the compress, and I
live among people whose hope is in cotton. I wish you knew
the condition of the cotton farmer of the South. I wish
you knew how earnestly we want to help him. You have
missed the mark on this bill for some reason.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PACE. Not now. There are only two reasons why
this bill should be enacted.

Let me say before I mention those reasons, that this bill
does not prohibit the use of jute bagging.

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. PACE. Of course.

Mr. COOLEY. Why would it not be a good idea to write
a provision in here, which I will support, which will require
the wrapping of every American bale of cotton in cotton
wrapping? Will the gentleman support that sort of an
amendment?

Mr. PACE. Of course I would, but such a provision would
in my opinion be unconstitutional.

The bill does not prohibit the use of jute bagging, and I
say to you sincerely that it will not necessarily cause the
loss of employment of a single employee of a jute plant. If
those people wanted to do so, they could make this jute
bagging of lighter weight right now. They do not do so, it
appears, because they want the farmer to believe he is being
paid for this heavy bagging.

There are two reasons that justify the passage of this bill.
One is to reduce the weight of a bale of cotton and thereby
save freight charges. Unfortunately the cotton producer
has not anything to do with the price he receives for his
cotton. Cotton is a world commodity, as you know, and the
man who buys cotton pays not what the producer should re-
ceive, but he pays according to what he can receive for his
finished product. Therefore, if he must pay freight on an
extra 5 or 10 pounds, he naturally must figure that into the
cost he pays for the good lint cotton that he buys.

The other reason that justifies this bill is one that has
not been mentioned at all. That is, that this jute, through
the weeks and months that it is moved about, comes loose
on a bale of cotton. Many, many, many times have I seen
a bale of cotton covered with this jute fiber off of the
bagging.

I wrote probably the biggest user of cotton in the United
States. I said:

When vou buy cotton now, the farmer thinks you are paying

him for that jute bagging. I want you to write me and tell me
whether or not you do.

I want you to listen to his reply:

We buy raw lint cotton, figuring on obtaining therefrom a cer-
tain percentage of clean cotton. In calculating this percentage
of clean cotton, we treat the bagging and ties just as we treat the
leaf, dirt, and short fibers that we take out in our cleaning ma-
chinery. Depending on the class of goods that we make, we figure
on obtaining from 75 to 90 pounds of finished goods from every
100 pounds of raw cotton, just as it comes to us in the bale. As
a consequence, to obtain the price of clean cotton in figuring on
our selling price, we divide the price of raw cotton by a figure
from 75 to 80. This divisor takes care of the loss in the bagging
and ties. If we had a lower percentage of bagging and ties, we,
of course, would get a higher percentage of clean cotton and the
raw cotton would be more valuable to us, so, in the long run, the
farmer pays for the heavier jute bagging.

That is from one of the biggest buyers of cotton in the en-
tire United States. What they do when they receive a bale
of cotton is this: They have combs and they go over it and
strip it. Every single particle in the bale that has this little
piece of jute in it has to be stripped away, and when they
have finished stripping a bale of cotton there is from 25 to
100 pounds of waste on the floor. Now, you gentleman are
good businessmen. You have common sense enough to know
that that is all deducted from the price they pay the farmer
for his cotton.

We are simply asking here that the sale of cotton be on a
net-weight basis, and we are hoping—and that is all it is, a
hope—that we can go to the farmer and convince him that
he is not being paid anything for that heavy jute. The Jute
Trust representative comes by and fells him that he is, but
we can say, “You are not being paid anything for that. If
you use this light cotton bagging made from your own cotton
it will do two things. It will not only increase the use of
your own commodity, but it will give you a price for from 25
to 50 pounds additional lint in the bale.” If this cotton
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bagging should ravel, in fact, it does not to any consequence—
but if it should ravel a little and mix with the lint cotton, no
damage has been done; no combing is necessary.

I think we should be fair with all interests as we go
along. There are many people in this country, ginners,
warehousemen, and jute manufacturers who have a supply
of jute bagging on hand. I think they should be taken
care of. This bill provides now that the new standards
shall not go into effect until 12 months from the time the
bill is approved. I do not believe that is long enough. I
propose to offer an amendment making the effective date
of this act January 1, 1941, Then there will be 12 months
after that before the order setting up the new standards
will be enforced, or about 2!2 years before this law, if
enacted, would be in operation. Within that time there is
not a jute plant—the one in my district, the one in your
district—that will not be able to adjust its business to the
point where they can begin manufacturing cotton bagging
out of an American commodity just as today they are
manufacturing jute bagging out of a commodity produced
yonder in far away India. If we give them this much time
I believe we are treating them fairly. I believe there is not
a cotton farmer in the South who does not want to be
fair; but I know they are begging, I know they are appeal-
ing for the cooperation of the Congress that they may com-
pete in the world market.

In conclusion let me read to you from a confidential re-
port made of an investigation of the foreign mills. I can-
not read it all because it is confidential, but I do read a
portion of it. This is with reference to an investigation
made in England.

The cheap and unkempt condition and appearance of American
cotton bales is a standing indictment of the American method.
Egyptian, Indian, Bragzillan, Peruvian, East and West African, Bel-
glan Congo, and most other foreign bales present a pronounced
contrast in appearance when compared with American bales.

These foreign bales are completely covered with a first-class quality
lightweight bagging.

This, gentlemen, is the only nation that at this hour is
still in the hands of one of the most powerful lobbies on
earth, the Jute Trust.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PACE. 1 yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Is the gentleman in position to tell us
whether or not foreign cotton is packed in cotton bagging or
burlap bagging?

Mr. PACE. I am inclined to the belief that it is sampled
at the gin—which we should do. Then it is wrapped in
burlap or cotton bagging and is never touched until it is
opened on the floor of the mill.

Mr. COOLEY. That is right; and the pictures exhibited
to this House present the American bale of cotton after it
has been cut all to pieces by the cotton buyer, whereas the
foreign bale of cotton is never touched. Is not that true?

Mr. PACE. Yes; and I hope the gentleman will support a
companion bill to this which would require the sampling of
cotton to be done at the gin so that the bale covering need
not be cut and so that we can really compete with foreign
producers. Mr. Chairman, the competition from Brazil has
gotten serious. American money has gone to Brazil to pro-
duce cotton. They have high-pressure gins and modern
methods down there. Very soon, unless we get some help,
we will be compelled to furn to raising cattle, to the dairy
business, and to other crops now produced in other sections
of the country. The cotton farmer cannot long continue to
produce cotton and sell it for less than the cost of production.

Mr., FULMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. PACE. I yield.

Mr. FULMER. Answering the gentleman from North
Carolina, I may state that is one of the reasons we have
strong opposition to this bill; because when we get net weight
naturally this will lead to high-density gin compression
thereby-sacrificing additional millicns.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. PACE. I yield.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The gentleman seems to
be predicating his statement on the ground of competition
we are going to have from Brazil and other countries.

Mr. PACE. Not going to have, that we are already suf-
fering.

Mr, BATES of Massachusetts. Then is the gentleman’s
position the same on other products, especially manufactured
products? In other words is he opposed to the tremendous
influx of foreign manufactured goods?

Mr. PACE. I have repeatedly made the statement on this
floor and in my district that I for one believe that the
American farmer is entitled to the American market; and I
want him to have it. [Applause.]

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The gentleman is speaking
of the American farmer. I am heartily in accord with the
gentleman insofar as the American farmer is concerned, but
what about the American manufacturer?

Mr. PACE. It is my understanding that the American
manufacturer is pretty well protected at this time.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Is he protected under the
reciprocal-trade agreements against the competition of Euro-
pean manufactured goods made by cheap labor, goods which
are flooding our markets? Are not the American manu-
facturers entifled to the American market?

Mr. PACE. I appreciate the gentleman's viewpoint.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts,. What is the gentleman’s
viewpoint about that?

Mr. PACE. That is a very big subject, the reciprocal-trade
policy, to discuss in such a short time. Suppose we do that
Iater. I may add that I wish to protect the American
laborer as well as the American farmer.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PACE. 1 yield.

Mr. SOUTH. I am in entire accord with the gentleman's
argument, but I am astonished that the gentleman would
stand on fhe floor of the House and say in effect that he is
opposed to the importation into this country of anything
that can be manufactured or produced here, for the gen-
tleman must know that the minute America adopts that
policy her export market will be stopped. The gentleman
knows further that practically that very thing did happen
a few years ago. The only way we can find a market for
our surplus commodities is to buy some of the surplus com-
modities of other countries.

Mr. PACE. I regret that the gentleman and I are not in
full accord. But as long as the manufacturer is protected,
and the farmer is made to bear the burden of that protec-
tion, then I think the farmer should be given equal pro-
tection on his products. We should all be treated the same.

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PACE. I yield.

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. I do not know whether
I understood the gentleman correctly, but if I did I would
like to be satisfied as to the accuracy of the statement. Did
I understand the gentleman to say that, due to combing, a
bale of cotton loses 100 pounds?

Mr. PACE. The total loss sometimes runs as high as 100
pounds.

Mr, BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. I think that is not quite
accurate, for 100 pounds is a great deal to lose out of a
500-pound bale.

Mr. PACE. What I intended to say was that the entire
tare against the bale of cotton, that includes the bagging,
ties, and combings—that the entire tare against the bale of
cotton has frequently, and does frequently, range from 50 fo
100 pounds.

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. The gentleman says “fre-
quently.” I am asking the gentleman what it is, on the aver-
age. I am not from the South, and am not intimately
acquainted with the details of the cotton business, but I do
have some knowledge of it. When the gentleman asks me to
believe a bale cotton weighing 500 pounds has an average
tare of 25 to 30 pounds to begin with, then loses 100 pounds
in combing, I do not think that is true.
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Mr. PACE. I do not want the gentleman to think so.

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. I know differently.

Mr. PACE. I should probably have been more precise and
said that frequently the entire tare on a bale of cotton will
range from 50 to 100 pounds.

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. That is different.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PACE. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr, RICH. I am quite surprised at the gentleman and his
answer to the question asked by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. The gentleman asked whether you are for the
protection of the American farmer, and you admitted you
were.

Mr. PACE. That does not require an admission.

Mr. RICH. I am for the protection of the American
farmer, the American laborer, and the American manufac-
turer. I think every red-blooded American ought to be in
favor of all the people of America regardless of what their '
vocation might be.

Mr. PACE. I appreciate the gentleman’s enthusiasm. I
do not know what the future holds in store for us. We main-
tain the highest standard of living in the world. We are all
proud of it and want to keep it that. It has not been so
difficult in the past, because we had large undeveloped areas
and enormous natural resources. But now most of our terri-
tory is settled and our resources are being rapidly exhausted.
It was suggested here a few moments ago that we must buy
cheaply produced and cheaply made products from the rest
of the world so that they will buy our expensively produced
and expensively made products. How long can we do that?
How long can we admit and compete with cheap foreign
labor and maintain our high standard of living?

Sooner than we now think we may be faced with the issue
of either closing our ports to foreign goods or substantially
reducing our cost of production. Some claim we may be
saved that decision because, they say, Americans are the
most efficient people on earth, and through mass produc-
tion, our unit cost can be kept low. But already Japan
and Germany are approaching if not matching our efficiency,
and at this hour there are hundreds of American experfs in
the employ of foreign countries, in Russia, in France, in
Brazil, in Chile, in Argentina, and elsewhere, teaching their
people mass production and efficiency. In addition there are
millions and millions of American dollars, backed by Amer-
ican genius and American efficiency, being invested in those
foreign countries, to manufacture goods and produce crops
and develop resources for competition with American goods
and crops. Millions of American money is in Brazil today
preducing cotton in competition with the South.

I am no isolationist, but as I look into the future I seem
tc see a road that will not ride as smooth for us as we have
traveled the last 150 years. With a small population, vast
territory and enormous resources, we have wasted our sub-
stance and enjoyed a land of plenty with little thought of
the future. But sooner or later, and soon I fear, we will come
to a fork in the road and the selection of the better way is
going to require all of the intelligence and patriotism of that
great Nation.

This Nation was once referred to as half slave and half
free, and it was claimed that a nation so divided could not
stand. That situation was changed so far as personal free-
dom was concerned. But today the economic condition of
the greater part of our farming population is as bad as
slavery, or worse. They live in want and must compete with
cheap, forced labor in foreign lands, while another portion of
our people live in the economie security of a protective tar-
iff wall. Can a nation prosper when so divided? Is not the
southern cotton farmer entitled to the same protection
against the cheap labor in the jute fields of India as is the
eastern shoe manufacturer against the low wages of Europe?

For my part, I shall never ask for more than equal treat-
ment; for my part, I shall never be satisfied with less.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Doxey].

Mr., DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, it is evident that to close
this debate with only 5 minutes remaining for debate one
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can only touch the high spots, so to speak. May I say, Mr.
Chairman, that we will never see cotton sold on a net-weight
basis, nor will we ever see cotton wrapped in anything but
this jute bagging unless the Congress legislates regarding it.
Why? Because you know as well as I do that the trade
practice and the jute interests are so strong that ever
since cotton has been a commodity it has been wrapped in
jute. Some of you Members of Congress do not remember
possibly the old hand-power gin or the gin that was drawn
with a mule, but they ginned cotton in those days and they
used the same wrapping and packing that they do today—
this foreign product, jute, from India. With all the serious
handicaps that cotton is laboring under today, we should
be in favor of putting cotton in the best package and in the
most salable manner possible in order to better sell our
cotton abroad and use cotton wherever possible and reduce
the great surplus we have on hand, even if it costs a little
extra money or some inconvenience to the jute interests,
because we have to sell this cotton at home and abroad;
we have to get rid of the surplus, and ihat is one of the
purposes of this bill. I wish I had time to discuss the bill
section by section. For years the House Committee on Agri-
culture has given a lot of thought and time to this
proposition.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this bill is twofold: First,
it is to get the bale wrapped in a package that will sell,
compete, and compare with every other bale of cotton of
any foreign country. In other words, to standardize the
covering for baled cotton. We have the best product in the
world so far as the cotton itself is concerned, but we have
the worst-looking package in the world and the most uneco-
nomic package which enters into world commerce from any
country, thereby making the domestic and marine insurance
against our American cotton practically twice as high as
similar rates applied to Egyptian or Indian cotton bales.
The second purpose of this bill is to provide for the use of
net weights in interstate and foreign commerce transactions
in cotton.

I have been a member of the Agriculture Committee of
the House for 10 years, and the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Foumer] has introduced this bill in every
session of Congress to my own personal knowledge for the
last 10 years. We would bring it out of the House Agri-
culture Committee, but we could not get a rule to bring it
to the flcor of the House for a vote. We could not get it
up here on the floor of the House for consideration and if
we did get it up for consideration, it was filibustered to
death. That is the record of this net-weight cotton bill
for the last 10 years in this House.

Mr. Chairman, from the discussion had on the floor today,
there are only two classes of people who can be legitimately
against this bill, and they of course have that right. One
is the class of people who may he interested in the jute
interests and the other is the class of people who think
the farmer will not be benefited by this legislation. Some
of my colleagues from the Scuth have stated to me that
they have received telegrams from cotton ginners and other
people and organizations stating that the farmer will lose
through this legislation.

We all know this is a selfish world. The ginners buy
their bagging and ties from the wholesaler and of course
he buys them from the jute manufacturer, and of course
there is a middleman who also must make his commission.
The ginner places his order in the spring to sell to the
farmer in the fall when he gins his cotton. That ginner
naturally is going to make a profit on his bagging and ties
and he includes it in the ginning of his cotton. The farmer
pays anywhere from $3 to $5 a bale for ginning his cctton.
However, the farmers are waking up to the situation now.
When the farmer is given 8% cents for his cotton, he thinks
he is also getting one-fourth cent for the bagging and ties.
He has been made to think that all along. Why? Because
of the activity in this regard on the part of the people who
are interested in the jute industry.
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I do not deny that they have their factories geared up to
manufacture jute, but I say that all the jute factories, as
you may think from the speeches of some of the gentlemen
here today, are not in the East. There are a number of
them in the South. No one wants to put people out of work,
but if we can use 200,000 bales of cotton, which will be
taken out of this surplus on hand, by using a cotton wrap-
ping instead of this foreign jute, it will be a distinct advan-
tage to American-grown cotton and therefore benefit the
cotton farmer. We all know how strong the jute industry
is, I was here when the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill was
enacted into law and the jute people were so strong that
even the Republicans who were then in power would not
put a tariff on jute. It comes in here free of duty, compet-
ing with our own cotton. I wish I had time to reply to the
speech made by the gentleman from Wisconsin when he
talked about private interests and American-made goods
for American people. You know, lip service is easy, but
when you come to doing the right thing through your votes
here this afternoon, you should vote for this bill regardless
on what side of the aisle you are. This bill is not only con-
structive, it is not only in the interest of the cotton farmer,
but it is in the interest of the unemployed. The cotton
people of the South do not want to take unnecessarily any
benefit from anyone, but if we can use 200,000 bales of cot-
ton to wrap our own cotton with each year, that means that
forty or fifty thousand people who are engaged in the pro-
duction of cotton in the South will be given a livelihood. It
means the first step in the right direction, inasmuch as we
have been talking about finding new uses for cotfon. No
one on either side of the aisle will deny that we should find
more uses for cotton, However, this is the first piece of
legislation you have had an opportunity to vote on that spe-
cifically provides for new and additional uses for cotton. I
say this bill should pass and I hope it will not be filibustered
under the 5-minute rule. Watch and be on your guard,
friends of the cotton South. Anything can happen. We
have worked a long time to get a vote on this cotton net-
weight bill, and I trust we can pass it here this afternoon.
It has been a long, hard fight. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That this act shall be known by the short
title of “Cotton Net Weight Act.”

The word “person,” wherever used in this act, shall be construed
to import the plural or singular, as the case demands, and shall
include individuals, assoclations, partnerships, and corporations.

The words “in interstate or foreign commerce,” wherever used
in this act, shall be construed to mean from any State, Terri-
tory, or District to or through any other State, Territory, or

District or to or through any foreign country, or within any Terri-
to:y or District.

The words “bale covering” shall be construed to mean bagging,
tles, and patches.

The word “cofton” shall be construed to mean cotton of any
variety produced within the continental United States, including
linters.

When considering and enforcing the provisions of this act, the
omission or failure of any official, agent, or other person acting
for or employed by any association, partnership, or corporation
within the scope of his employment or office shall in every case
also be deemed the act, omission, or failure of such asscciation,
partnership, or corporation, as well as that of the person.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I intended to offer the following amend-
ment:

On page 3, line 5, strike out "1 year” and insert “18 months.”

However, I understand the gentleman from Georgia in-
tends to offer that amendment, so I shall not do so.

I wish to say I am a woolen manufacturer. When we buy
wool we buy it net, we do not buy tare. I cannot conceive
of an American cotton manufacturer buying cotton and
adding the tare to it and paying full price for the tare as
well as cotton. He buys the cotton net.
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The question we are confronted here with today is just
this: Are we Americans for America or for some foreign
country? I am not in sympathy with American manufac-
turers or American businessmen who take their money
and go to some foreign country and try to develop a business
and send their products back here and then expect us to
think they ought to regulate and make the laws so that
they will receive the benefit and that our American people
will not be taken care of but that the American people will
support them and their business. I am for an American
tariff from Maine to California and from Michigan to Louisi-
ana that protects all our people. I can see no way in which
we can help the American people more than by trying to
take care of the cotton farmer at this time as well as all
farmers—beet and cane sugar, wheat, oats, and hay. Let me
say here that we have had the most cockeyed legislation in
regard to the cotton farmer in the last 4 or 5 years that I
have ever seen in all my life. You can thank the New Deal
and the Bankhead Cotton Act for wrecking the southern
cotton farmer. It is responsible for that and do not let
anyone tell you different.

You have lost our cotton markets in foreign countries and
you will never get them back, so there is only one thing for
us to do; that is, settle down and try to use our wits and our
brains and business ability in attempting to help solve the
cotton problem. If we do not help the cotton farmer, he is
going to wreck our northern farmers, because he will produce
the same crops our northern farmers grow.

Now, what do we have to do? I say to you that if we give
18 months to the American manufacturer to get his plants
in shape so he will not lose any but the least amount of
money in changing over his plant, he ought to be very thank-
ful that he can start in then to use American cotton to put
on bales of American cotton so our American cotton bale will
look just as good as a foreign bale. An American bale of
cotton is certainly a horrible thing to look at now, and no
manufacturer wants to look at it very long. Nothing attrac-
tive or inviting about it.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. I yield.

Mr. FULMER, In connection with the statement the gen-
tleman made a few moments ago with respect to American
businessmen setting up plants in foreign countries. I may
say that Ludlow in a city in India has a number of manu-
facturing plants that are flooding this country. He has
prevented the Republican Party from putting a tariff on
this commodity, and the Democrats could not get anywhere
with it if they wanted to. .

Mr. RICH. Here is a Republican that is not going to
support Ludlow [applausel, because I am here to help the
American farmer and I want to protect by tariff all com-
modities.

I want to go further than you from the South. When you
say you are willing to help the southern cotton farmer, have
you enough red blood to say, “I am going to help American
labor; I am going to help American manufacturers”? We
have to work together, whether we live in the South or in the
North. I do not want to hear any more of this bulldosing or
bully ragging for something that is “good for my district”
when it is not going to help somebody else. As long as I have
been in Congress I have followed the principle that I want
to help America. [Applause.] You will not do anything that
will help the South or any other section and you will not
maintain the standard of living in America and keep Amer-
ican wages high unless you give us a tariff that will protect
us from the effect of the low wages paid in foreign countries.
If we do not do that, we will have all our business done in
foreign countries. The 130,000,000 people in this country
create a market as good as the 500,000,000 people in Europe.
I say we ought to enact this law. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am in the same position as the gentleman
from North Caroling [Mr, CooLEyl. No cotton farmer in
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my district has asked me to vote for this bill. - [Laughter.]
I admit the reason is I have no cotton farmer in my district;
but the outstanding bagging manufacturers of the United
States are located in my city, and they and hundreds of their
employees have asked me to vote against this bill.

I may say to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Doxex]
that it is true this bill has been around here for 10 years.
It is also true that I am one of those responsible for the bill
being defeated for the last 10 years.

‘When you find representatives of the cotton growers unable
today to agree upon a piece of legislation, something is radi-
cally wrong with that legislation. That is your situation here
today.

Mr. PACE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, COCHRAN. In just a moment.

We are hearing a great deal these days about disturbing
business. “Leave business alone.” We are getting that phrase
from our Republican brothers. They are proclaiming daily,
“Leave business alone.,” I 4&m asking you now to let business
alone; leave a great industry alone, a great industry that was
established nearly 100 years ago for the purpose of manufac-
turing the covering for your cotton, There are thousands and
thousands of employees in this country who will be out of
employment if this bill becomes a law.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. In just a minute.

There are thousands who will be affected in my city. This
is no time to add to the unemployment rolls or destroy an
industry that has existed for nearly a hundred years.

Manufacturers have spent large sums for machines to make
the covering for the cotton, and here you would make them
worthless overnight and put the operators of the machines
out of a joh.

So I say to you, let us follow the suggestions we have heard
recently and let business alone, let this great industry that
has been manufacturing this covering alone, by defeating this
bill. [Applause.]

Mr., SOUTH. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the
last three words.

Mr. Chairman, I am surprised that my friend from Mis-
souri makes the statement that this bill has been defeated
for a period of some 10 or more years, and that he is re-
sponsible for it. I want to say to him that, in my judgment,
he has nothing to be proud of.

The cotton farmers, Mr. Chairman, are the poorest paid
and, perhaps, the poorest organized, of any group in Amer-
ica. They have not had their spokesmen to come before
Congress and plead their cause as the jute people have had,
and as they now have. This is the reason we find them in
their present plight.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr, Cocuran] states that
by the enactment of this law you are going to create unem-
ployment. Why? Because you are going to throw some
of the processors of jute out of the work they are now doing,
but I would remind the gentleman that if this bill is enacted,
not only will a like number of men be required to process
the cotton, but American labor will plant, cultivate, harvest,
and process the cotton, and therefore for every man that
you throw ocut of employment in the jute industry, you will
employ 10 American men in the cotton industry. If the
gentleman from Missouri does not agree to this statement,
I would like for him to rise and explain his position now.

I wish to say to you again that every time an attempt has
been made here to do something that will really help the
cotton farmer, if it is going to harm the jute manufacturers,
as you have seen time and again, there is always some man
ready to defend the latter. Why? Not because he loves the
cotton farmer, and not because he is interested in unemploy-
ment in this country. One does not have to be very intelli-
gent to know that this legislation will help the farmer.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUTH. Yes.

Mr. RICH. I do not believe the American manufacturer
would hurt the cotton farmer near as much as the men who
have legislated in the past 6 years with respect to cotton
itself, because when you try to raise the price of cotton so
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high that all the foreign countries cannot afford to buy, you
kill it yourself.

Mr. SOUTH. I am not so sure about that. I want to re-
peat, the cotton farmer is not organized and is not able to
present his views here, except through his represenfatives.
The cotton farmer is not going to be fooled any longer by this
kind of talk. I say to you gentlemen that it is an insult to
the intelligence of this House for gentlemen to come on the
floor and attempt to tell you that any intelligent, legitimate
manufacturing concern would pay for this jute. What would
they do with it? If that is the practice now, it would be a
very simple matter to change it. Who is putting out that
talk? The jute monopoly is talking through certain men
who have spoken on this bill.

Now, let us get down to some common sense about this
matter. What are we trying to do? We are trying to remove
a part of the enormous surplus that now exists in the form
of baled cotton in this country.  And how do we propose to
do it? We propose to do it by substituting the use of cotton
for jute, a product that is grown abroad and shipped into
this country. And yet the distinguished gentleman from Mis-
souri boasts of the fact that for 10 or 15 years he has been
instrumental in defeating this legislation. What has he ac-
complished? He has helped a few jute manufacturing con-
cerns, he has helped to impoverish the cotton farmer of
this country, and he has added several thousand to the un-
employed in the cotton-growing and cotton-manufacturing
sections of this Nation.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment.

Mr. FULMER. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Carolina?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want it distinctly under-
stood that my opposition to this bill is not based upon, nor
is it accelerated by any love which I may have for the manu-
facturers of jute. My opposition is based, as I said before,
upon the fact that I am not convinced that it will help the
cotton farmer. The statement has been made here that the
farmer is not paid for bagging and ties. I am willing to con-
cede that statement is correct.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Not now. At the same time, if he is not
paid for the bagging and ties, for more than 100 years he has
been under that impression, however erroneous it may have
been. If the farmer is not paid for the bagging and ties,
everyone knows that when his cotton is ginned the farmer
buys and pays for the bagging and ties. Everyone knows
that cotton bagging is more expensive than jute or burlap
bagging. If the cotton farmer buys and pays for the bag-
ging he uses, regardless of its character or kind, and he sells
his cotton and is not paid in return for the bagging, then we
are visiting by this measure an additional burden upon the
cotton farmer. I would like for someone io rise in his place
and tell me just where this bill and just how this bill will
increase the price of cotton.

Mr. FULMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. FULMER. If the gentleman will write to any one
of these 20 or 30 cotton mills and any cne of them says that
they will not pay the difference in the net weight, then
I will withdraw the bill.

Mr. COOLEY, What difference?

Mr. FULMER. The difference because of the weight now
deducted, because of not using cotton bagging. The cotton
mills are doing it now.

Mr. COOLEY. They are doing what?

Mr. FULMER. They are paying the entire price. If cotton
is 10 cents for the gross weight, they will pay 10'%2 cents for
the net weight.
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Mr. COOLEY. Buf the farmer does not get the increase
in the price of cotton because, upon the sale of it, you are
going to deduct the weight of the bagging and ties.

Mr. FULMER. In addition, he will not have to pay the
excess freight of six million because of the surplus weight,
and the insurance will be higher.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. SOUTH. The gentleman will concede that we have
an enormous surplus of cotton in this country.

Mr. COOLEY. That is correct.

Mr. SOUTH. And he will concede that by the use of
cotton to wrap cotton it would tend to reduce that surplus.

Mr. COOLEY. I concede that, and if that is what we
have in mind, why not write into this bill in definite and
unambiguous language a provision which requires that every
bale of American cotton shall be wrapped in cotton bagging.
Will the gentleman support that sort of a bill?

Mr. SOUTH. So far as I know now I would.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. On the other hand, this bill starts out to
be a net-weight bill, and if you look at the title you will see
just what it actually is:

To provide for the use of net weights in Interstate and foreign

transactions in cotton, to provide for the standardization of bales
for cotton, and for other purposes.

The last portion is the part that I object to. I do not
object to the net-weight proposition. I will welcome an op-
portunity to vote for a law requiring that cotton be
wrapped in cotton, but what I do object to is putting one
industry out of business which is engaged in manufacturing
an imported article, to give that business to burlap manu-
facturers, which is likewise an imported article. I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. The gentleman is one of the most distin-
guished and able men in this House, and will he stand in his
place and say that a bill requiring the wrapping of cotton
in cotton would be constitutional?

Mr. COOLEY. May I say to the gentleman that I would
not state that in my opinion it would be constitutional. I
am not giving my opinion about it, but I submit this observa-
tion. If we have a right to pass a law providing that a
farmer in America shall not sell cotton in bagging that
weighs more than 14 ounces, then under God's heaven wa
cught to be able to go all the way through and say that he
would have to use a particular kind of wrapping.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina has expired.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. That in order to provide for the more adequate covering
and protection of the American cotton bale and to facilitate net-
weight trading in cofton, the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby
authorized to investigate the handling, inspection, and transporta-
tion of cotton in interstate and foreign commerce; to study the
materials used for bale covering; and from time to time to establish
standards for materials to be used for bale covering, which such
standards shall include specifications and tolerance as to sizes,
weights, constructions, strength, and any other factors of quality
that he may find to be necessary, said standards, when established,
to be known as the “United States Official Cotton Tare Standards":
Provided, That the official cotton tare standards first established
hereunder shall be promulgated within 1 year from the date of the
approval of this act: Provided further, That any such standards or
change or replacement thereof shall become effective only on and
after a date specified in the order of the Secretary of Agriculture
establishing the same, which date shall be not less than 1 year
from the date of such order, but pending such effective date of
new or revised standards any bale covering material conforming
with such new or revised standards may be used in lieu of any
bale covering material embraced in the United States Official Cotton
Tare Standards theretofore promulgated. The maximum weight of
any fabric standardized under this section as bagging for the cov-
ering of cotton bales shall not exceed 14 cunces per square yard,
and the maximum weight of any fabric standardized for patches
shall not exceed 20 ocunces per patch; and no such fabrics stand-
ardized for bagging or patches shall be composed of any material
previously used for covering cotton bales unless the same shall have
been reprocessed and rewoven.

Mr, PACE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a unanimous-consent
request before the amendment is read. This amendment in-
volves the matter of time. It requires an amendment to this
section and the adding of a section at the end of the bill
They are together. I ask unanimous consent they be con-
sidered in the one amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. Pace: On page 3, in line 5, strike out
the words “of the approval of this act” and insert the words “this
act becomes effective”; and at the end of section 10 add a new
eection, as follows:

“Sgc. 11. This act shall become effective January 1, 1941.”

Mr. PACE. Mr, Chairman, in explanation of the amend-
ments, the first provision of this section now under con-
sideration, page 3, line 5——

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, the committee will accept
that amendment.
Mr. PACE. I thank the gentleman for the acceptance of

the amendment.

I might explain that the bill now provides that the stand-
ards shall be effective 1 year from the date of the approval
of the act. I change that to make them effective 1 year
after the act becomes effective, and then provide that the
act shall become effective on January 1, 1941. Then the
order will go into effect 1 year from that time, putting
the standards in force on January 1, 1942, by which time
those who have supplies on hand will be able to dispose of
them and plants will be able to adjust their machinery
and their business in accordance with the new standards.
I believe this will be fair to all.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments
offered by the gentleman from Georgia.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CrasoN: On page 3, line 15, after
the period in line 15, strike out the remainder of section 2.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all time on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 10 minutes.

Mr. CLASON. Well, I object to that, Mr. Chairman. I do
not know how many want to speak on it. I think if is an
important amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, my purpose in offering this
amendment is because at the present time, covering for cotton
weighs, as I am told, 134 pounds to 2 pounds per yard. This
speaks of 14 ounces per square yard. I know of no evidence
that has been introduced at any hearing or on the floor this
afternoon which indicates that cotton satisfactory for the
bales of cotton can be produced at 14 ounces to the square
yard. In fact, the information which I have has been that
it would weigh more than that.

The other proposition is this: The purpose of this bill is to
allow certain Government agencies to establish fair stand-
ards and regulations. Along comes this bill and they put in
a sentence which eliminates the right of these people to deter-
mine what we are to have in the way of covering for cotton.
I presume they are making something down at the Lane Co.’s
mill in New Orleans which comes somewhere near these fig-
ures, and therefore they hope to restrict the whole market to
that one mill,

There is nothing in this bill that indicates that when the
bill is passed jute products in some form will not be that
which is used to cover cotton. I think what we want to have
is a kind of fabric which will weigh enough to do the work
and do it properly. Certainly no one believes that half the
cotton is going to do the work of the jute which they have
been using for the last 100 years. I feel that in fairness this
part should be stricken out. If the purpose of this is to have
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cotton cover cotton, I would like to have you read, on page 24
of the hearings bhefore the Senate, where the man in the
Senate who is supposed to know more about cotton than any
other Senator, Senator “Cotton” Ep SmiTH, speaks on this
subject:

Dr. MurcHIsoN. What I really think about it, Senator, is that
we should use cotton for the bale covering, which would use up
a tremendous amount of cotton.

Senator SmiTH. I do not doubt that, but in selling cotton that
has never appealed to me. Now, we want to get down to the
bottom of this thing. BSuppose that they were selling silk from
India, and it came covered with silk. The tare would be on silk,
I think that the buyers would be inclined to think that the silk
business must be mighty cheap over there if they can use silk to
cover it with. That is a hell of a note. Go on. You would dis-
count your cotton.

That comes from the outstanding authority, in the minds
of the public at least, in the Congress of the United States,
Senator SMITH.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CLASON. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman’s amendment proposes to
strike out the standards which have been set up in the bill?

Mr, CLASON. Yes.

Mr. COOLEY. This would preclude the use of any bag-
ging in excess of 14 ounces per yard.

Mr. CLASON. That is right.

Mr. COOLEY. Then it would leave it up to the Depart-
ment to make some determination with regard to the proper
weight of bagging. ]

Mr. CLASON. Exactly; and that is my purpose, because I
feel that these people might well say that it ought to be a
pound and a half, or that it might be any number of ounces;
and for this Congress to vote on this bill with any weight
specified for the covering seems to me to be absolutely
ridiculous.

Mr. COOLEY. During the entire debate no one advocating
the bill has given the House any information in regard to
the necessary weight or the proper weight for either burlap,
or cotton, or jute bagging. Is not that true?

Mr. CLASON. That is a fact; and, further, at the present
time the covering weighs from 28 ounces to 32 ounces; and
for them to level it down to 14 ounces with not a word in
front of us to indicate why, looks as though there is some-
thing in the wood pile.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CLASON. I yield.

Mr, SOUTH. It is pretty evident from the sample cover-
ings on the table in the Well of the House that cotton would
be considerably lighter than jute, is it not?

Mr. CLASON. I think cotton would be lighter. FPurther
than that, cotton will be much more expensive, you will have
a more expensive wrapping around this cotton and will be
driving another nail into the coffin of the American cotton
market.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Com-
mittee, I am hoping that you will pay strict attention to
the short statement I expect to make in reply to the gentle-
man. The jute bagging interests appeared before the Senate
committee and here is what they said:

I hope that you leave the bill open, just net weight. I will just
say, for example, that there might be a half dozen different
standards and specifications, and in that way it will leave the door
open for various types of suitable and economical coverings that
are avallable. I have seen considerable foreign cotton, especially
in South America. There is no doubt about it, they put up a
far better bale than we do, They have much more modern gin-
press boxes than we have,

This, as you see, would leave the door wide open. What
is going to happen? Twenty-one pounds of this same jute
as a legal standard sells below the price of the 15-pound
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cotton covering. Brother, the jute people, every one of
them, will vote for it because we will continue to use 21
pounds of jute. It will displace cotton because we cannof
compete with that kind of jute. Then, too, we shall lose
the freight and the insurance and millions of dollars referred
to by the gentlemen from the Department, who stated that
by bringing the tare, bagging, and ties down to 15 pounds
we would save these freights, insurance, and waste.

The jute interests endorse this amendment for the reasons
stated; and, take it from me, because I have studied this
question all these years, if you adopt this amendment we will
continue to use this jute, and you will not have done anything
in the interest of the farmer, because he pays the freight
and the insurance, and we will not consume any additional
cotton. I am sure that nobody interested in the farmers
would offer such an amendment. It is an amendment that
is perfectly satisfactory, as I stated, to the jute people.

And now about the weight of the cotton covering. The
gentleman said that maybe it ought to be a pound and a half.
Through all these years, Mr. Chairman, we have given mil-
lions of dollars to the Secretary of Agriculture for research.
They have perfected a bagging here that does not weigh quite
the 14 ounces referred to in the bill. This bagging has proven
much better than any other material, having been tested in
shipping to Germany and back still in perfect condition,
whereas cotton wrapped in jute undergoing that journey
would come back all ragged, as we usually see them.

They state that I have picked out a bad jute covering to
present to you. This sample is much better than the average
bagging of this type used. This was manufactured some
years ago. The stuff they are putting out today is not even
as good as this. So, based on tests that have been made, the
weight of the cotton covering will not have to exceed the
amount that has been placed in the bill.

Mr., WHITTINGTON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FULMER. I yield.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. As I understand it, if the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts is adopted
it will absolutely destroy the force and effectiveness of the bill.

Mr. FULMER. The gentleman is absolutely correct. We
might just as well kick the bill out of the window as to pass
it with the gentleman’s amendment. The jute interests are
all for this type of an amendment because its adoption would
mean the continued use by the cotton industry of this old
heavy jute bagging, and would mean that we would not have
this additional use for some 200,000 bales of American cotton.

Let us for once, instead of talking about doing something
for the farmers, do something for them. And I mean just
what I say. I say to the West, and to every other section of
the country, that our problem is theirs. Unless we can settle
it, we can go into the dairy business, we can go into the hog
business, we can go into the cattle business, we can go into
the grain business. This is a national problem. I ask that
you vote down this amendment. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has expired; all time has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Crason) there were—ayes 29, noes 73.

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, I object to the vote on the
ground there is not a quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The division vote just taken discloses
a quorum is present.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin., Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the enacting clause.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman submitted his motion
in writing?

Mr, SCHAFER of Wisconsin., No; but I will,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read until the gentleman
submits his motion in writing,

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 3. That except as provided in section 2 of this act, it shall

be unlawful for any person to ship or deliver for shipment in
interstate or foreign commerce any bale of cotton ginned after the
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effective date of the United States Official Cotton Tare Standards on
which the bagging, ties, or patches do not conform with such
United States Official Cotton Tare Standards.

No percon shall be prosecuted under the provisions of this sec-
tion when he can establish a guaranty signed by the manufacturer,
wholesaler, jobber, or other party residing within the United
States by whom such bagging, ties, or patches were sold, to the
effect that the same conform with said United States Official Cot-
ton Tare Standards. BSald guaranty, to afford protection, shall
contain the name and address of the party or parties making the
sale of such bale covering materials, and in such case such party
or parties making such sale shall be amenable to the prosecutions,
fines, and other penalties which would attach in due course to the
shipper under the provisions of this act.

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to examine and test
bale covering materials and samples thereof for the purpose of
determining whether such materials conform with the United
States Officlal Cotton Tare Standards, and to promulgate regula-
tions for submitting samples of bale covering materials for exami-
nation and testing.

Sec. 4. That from and after the effective date of the United
States Official Cotton Tare Standards it shall be unlawful for any
person to buy or sell or to offer to buy or sell any American cotton
for shipment in interstate or foreign commerce except according
to the net weight of the cotton involved, excluding in each instance
the weight of bagging, ties, and patches.

Sec. 5. That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to cause
such investigations and tests to be made as he may find to be
necessary in order to determine practical means for the permanent
identification of different types of bales of cotton by the use of
markers, tags, and other devices which will facilitate the effec-
tive administration of this act, and by public notice to prescribe
standard specifications for such markers, tags, and other devices.
Buch standard specifications or any change or replacement thereof
shall become effective on and after a date specified in the order of
the Secretary establishing the same, which shall be not 1 ; than
1 year after the date of such order, and thereafter it shall be unlaw-
ful for any person to ship or deliver for shipment in interstate or
foreign commerce any bale of American cotton ginned after such
effective date which does not bear a tag, marker, or other device
conforming with such standard specifications.

Sec. 6. That for the purposes of this act the Secretary of Agricul-
ture shall cause to be promulgated such regulations, may cause
such investigations, tests, demonstrations, and publications to be
made as he shall find to be necessary; and he is hereby authorized
to cooperate with any department or agency of the Government,
any State, Territory, District, or possession, or department, agency,
or political subdivisions thereof, or any person, in carrying out the
provisions of this act, and he shall have the power to appoint,
remove, and fix the compensation of such officers and employees
not in conflict with existing law, and to make such expenditures
for printing, books of reference, technical newspapers and periodi-
cals, furniture, stationery, office equipment, travel, and other sup=
plies and expenses as shall be necessary to carry out the purposes
of this act in the District of Columbia and elsewhere,

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chairman, I offer a mo-
tion to strike out the enacting clause, which I send to the
Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ScHAFER of Wisconsin moves that the Committee do now rise
and report the bill back to the House with the recommendation
that the enacting clause be stricken out.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SCHAFER].

The motion was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 7. The duties devolving upon the Secretary of Agriculture
under this act may with equal force and effect be executed by
such officers and agents of the Department of Agriculture as he
may designate for the purpose.

Sec. 8, Any person who shall knowingly violate any of the
provisions of this act or of any regulation made in pursuance
hereof; or any person who shall knowingly represent by mis-
branding or otherwise that any bale covering material sold or
offered for sale or shipped or delivered for shipment in interstate
or foreign commerce conforms with the United States Official
Cotton Tare Standards when in fact such bale covering material
does not conform with such standards; or any person who shall
foreibly assault, impede, resist, interfere with, or influence im-
properly, or intend to influence improperly, any person employed
under this act in the pursuance of his duties, shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined not more
than $500.

Mr. FULMER. Mr.Chairman, I offer a committee amend-
ment which I send to the Clerk’s desk,
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr. FurMmer: Page 7, line 1,
strike out “intend"” and insert the word “attempt.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 9. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums
as may be necessary for carrying out the provisions of this act.

8ec. 10. If any provision of this act or the application thereof
to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the validity of the
remainder of the act and the application of such provision to other
persons and circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee
rise and report the bill back to the House with sundry
amendments, with the recommendation that the amend-
ments be agreed to and that the bill, as amended, do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Leavy, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 57) to provide for the use of net weights in interstate
and foreign commerce transactions in cotton, to provide for
the standardization of bale covering for cotton, and for other
purposes, had directed him to report the same back to the
House with sundry amendments, with the recommendation
that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill, as
amended, do pass.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
on the bill and all amendments thereto to final passage.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put them in gross.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time.

Mr., SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I demand the
reading of the engrossed copy of the bill.

The SPEAKER. It is obviously impossible at this juncture
of the proceedings to have the engrossed ‘copy read. The
bill will, therefore, go over until tomorrow, the previous
question having been ordered.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members who spoke on the pending bill may have per-
mission to revise and extend their remarks in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Carolina?

There was no objection.

FEDERAL SEED ACT

Mr, COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, by direction of
the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, I call up the
bill (H. R. 5625) to regulate interstate and foreign commerce
in seeds; to require labeling and to prevent misrepresentation
of seeds in interstate commerce; to require certain standards
with respect to certain imported seeds; and for other pur-

poses.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and
the House automatically resolves itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 5625, with Mr. Leavy in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill. ,

The first reading of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, this bill is to
regulate interstate and foreign commerce in seeds; to re-
quire labeling and to prevent misrepresentation of seeds in
interstate commerce; to require certain standards with re-
gard to certain imported seeds; and to curb the spread of
noxious weed seeds.

This bill is very important to the farmers of this country.
It has gone through a stage of evolution over a period of 2
years. The bill as presented represents the best thought of
the seed trade, the farm groups, the association of official
analysts, and the State departments of agriculture. This
bill and its predecessors which I introduced have been before
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the House for the last 2 years. No attempt has been made
to bring it before the House until the provisions of the bill
could be generally agreed upon by the various groups af-
fected. All the groups are now in accord on this bill with
the exception of one provision in the bill, section 203, on
page 17, the amendment that was incorporated in the bill
by the Committee on Agriculture. It is known as the farmer
exemption. I will grant that the exemption as provided is
too broad and should be restricted. I have had a number
of letters, as I presume you have, asking that this exemp-
tion be further restricted. At the proper time I shall offer
an amendment to this section of the bill which I believe
will take care of the objections to that particular provision
that have been raised.

The amendment I expect to offer is as follows:

Page 17, line 11, strike out the period and insert “And pro-
vided further, That such seeds produced or sold by him are in
compliance with the seed laws of the State into which the seed
is transported.”

I believe this amendment will close the door to inferior
seeds that might be brought over the State line and sold
into a State which has strict seed laws prohibiting its own
citizens from selling seeds that are not properly labeled or
that contain noxious-weed seeds. This provision would
make the man who sells across a State line comply with the
law of the State into which he transports the seed.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. At the present time, as I
understand, it is impossible for State authorities to regulate
shipments in interstate commerce.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Therefore, the amendment
to be proposed by the gentleman will take care of that sit-
uation, so the local State laws will govern all seeds shipped
into the State.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from
Missouri.

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the proviso the gentleman will offer
require the farmer to label his seeds?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. It will require the farmer to
label his seeds in the event the State into which he ships
them requires that of its own citizens.

Mr. COCHRAN. What is the situation generally in the
States of the country?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I believe there are about 17
States that require labeling; there may be more. There are
47 States that have seed laws. I understand only one State,
the State of Georgia, has no seed law.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. HINSHAW. Does the gentleman see any particularly
good reason why the farmers who are growing seeds definitely
for sale should be exempted from the provisions of the bill
as it is set up?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I may say to the gentleman
that I believe the law should apply to all equally, but in the
interest of getting much-needed legislation through it be-
comes necessary at times to make certain compromises and
provide certain exemptions. I may say that a number of
States are eliminating farmer exemptions in their seed laws.
I believe it would be better for the States to pioneer that
field rather than for the Federal Government. Under this
amendment the Federal law would automatically support
the State laws. As the State laws become stricter the Fed-
eral law could become stricter. Our present Federal seed
law is inadequate and unenforceable.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield.



6806

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There seems to be some mis-
understanding with regard to the gentleman’s amendment. I
believe we should clear it up. Let me cite an illustration. I
am a farmer living in the State of Minnesota. I want to
ship seed down into the State of Iowa to my friend, Brother
GrrcHrIST. Must I comply with the laws of the State of
Iowa in order to get that seed over to him, or is it satisfac-
tory that I comply with the laws of the State of Minnesota?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Under this amendment the
gentleman would have to comply with the laws of the State
into which the seed is transported.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Therefore, I would have to
comply with the laws of the State of Jowa with regard to the
shipment of seed.

Mr. GILCHRIST. The seed is transported in Minnesota,
and the gentleman would have to comply with the laws of
Minnesota.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. If he is shipping it into the
State of Iowa, he would have to comply with the laws of the
State of Iowa.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That is correct; otherwise,
the gentleman’s amendment would not take care of interstate
shipments.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. This bill applies only to in-
terstate shipments of seed for seed purposes.

Mr. GILCHRIST. The seed in the case spoken of is trans-
ported in the State of Minnesota. The gentleman assumes
he is selling me seed. He lives in Minnesota and I live in
Towa. The amendment does not apply at all unless the seed
is transported by the farmer in Minnesota. He transports it
first in Minnesota, for that is where the transportation com-
mences, and under the gentleman’s amendment the farmer
must comply with the laws of the State in which it is trans-
ported; that is, Minnesota.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska.
ported. The word is “into.”

Mr. GILCHRIST. It does not say “into”; it says “in.”

Mr. COFFEE cof Nebraska. “Into” is the way the amend-
ment reads.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Let me suggest to my
friend from Iowa that if he comes to me at my farm in Min-
nesota and buys the seed from me there, then all I have to do
is comply with the laws of Minnesota; but if I attempt to ship
the seed from my farm in Minnesota to his farm in Iowa, I
would then have to comply with the laws of the State of Iowa.

Mr. PACE. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. PACE. What regulation would there be under the
amendment and under the bill in the sale of cottonseed? Of
course, they have no trash weeds or anything of that kind.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Cottonseed would have to meet
the same requirements in the event it was sold for seed pur-
poses. This bill only regulates seeds sold for seed purposes
in interstate commerce.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Yes.

Mr. HINSHAW. The bill would require anyone who
shipped seeds in several States to follow the seed laws of all
those States in order to be able to ship his seeds into such
States.

Mr, COFFEE. of Nebraska. At the present time all the
legitimate seed houses that do sell in the various States
comply with the State laws.

Mr. HINSHAW. I am speaking of the individual farmer
provided for under this exemption.

Mr, COFFEE of Nebraska. If the individual farmer were
to sell in various States, naturally, he would have to comply
with the laws of the States into which he is shipping.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield to
me to clarify somewhat the discussion we have been having
here on the gentleman’s amendment? As I understand,
that does not hecome effective and there is no regulation un-
til it becomes a matter of interstate shipment.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. That is true.

Into which it is being trans-
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Mr. STEFAN. For instance, the farmer in Nebraska,
which is your State and mine, who wishes to sell his seeds
within the State, would not be regulated until the time his
seeds crossed the State line into Minnesota or Iowa, and we
are not dealing here with anything but interstate commerce.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. The gentleman is correct. It
applies only to interstate shipments, and, naturally, there are
relatively few sales by farmers that cross State lines.

I would now like to read this wire which I have just
received:

CoLumsus, OHIO, June 7, 1939,

Members of the board of directors of the American Farm Bureau
Federation in session here today adopted unanimously following
resolution: On behalf of our members in 40 States, we strongly
urge the enactment by Congress at this session of the Coffee seed
bill in order to protect the farmers against adulteration, mis-
branding, and false advertising of seeds.

Epwarp O'NEAL,
President, American Farm Bureau Federation.

I may say that the seed policy committee, appointed by
the Secretary of Agriculture, which is composed of techni-
cally informed men who know the intricacies of the seed
business, served for the last year and a half in helping to
work out the provisions of this bill in various conferences
with the legislative committee of the American Seed Trade
and the various farm groups, seed analysts, State commis-
sioners of agriculture, and others. It is a highly techniecal
bill, but a general agreement has been reached among all
the groups on all the provisions of the bill, I believe, with the
exception of section 203. The committee amendment that
I will offer will, I think, take care of the main cbjections that
have been raised on that issue.

Mr, Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time and yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. HinsHAW].

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I very much favor the
Seed Regulation Act, but there is one part of it in particular
which makes noxious-weed control very difficult to handle.
The principal difficulty in the bill is the exemption of farmers
from its provisions as just mentioned by the acting chairman
of the committee. )

May I ask the gentleman if I may have his amendment
so I can read it.

Mr, COFFEE of Nebraska. Yes.

Mr., HINSHAW. The amendment reads, “Provided jur-
ther, That such seeds produced or sold by him are in com-
pliance with the seed laws of the State into which the seed
is transported.” x

This would mean that any farmer who is raising seeds as
a business must comply with the laws of the 47 States that
have seed laws. It is going to be a very difficult thing, not
only for him to follow out the laws, but for the enforcing
officers to enforce them. If one ships seed from the State of
my friend from Minnesota into the State of Iowa, I do not
see how anybody is going to check up on the seed in accord-
ance with the laws of the State of Iowa when the seed
arrives there, and the package may contain all kinds of
noxious-weed seeds in it.

When the bill is read for amendment I am going to propose
that we strike that portion of the bill after the word “act”,
in line 2, and all of lines 3 to 11, inclusive, part of which is
already proposed to be stricken out, as I understand it; so
that the farmer who is in the seed business must comply
with the act completely.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield.

Mr, COCHRAN. The gentleman refers to page 17, lines 9,
10, and 11, which is an exemption insofar as the farmer is
concerned, but there is a proviso starting in line 10, which
reads: “Provided such farmer is not engaged in the business
of selling seeds not produced by him.”

Mr. HINSHAW. That is right, but on the other hand, he
may be engaged in selling a half dozen or a dozen kinds of
seed that are produced by him and which may carry with
them noxious-weed seeds.

Mr. COCHRAN. Of course, I understand what the gentle-
man is getting at. He does not want some farmer to be
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producing seed and then -be exempted so that he might, to
use the term, bootleg seeds that have not been examined.

Mr. HINSHAW. That is correct.

Mr. COCHRAN. In the end the farmer who buys the seed
will suffer most.

Mr, HINSHAW. It is the farmer who buys the seed and
his neighbors and his neighbors’ neighbors who will suffer
under that part of the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN. Does the gentleman feel that the amend-
ment suggested by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
CorrFEE] will meet that objection?

Mr. HINSHAW. I believe it would, if there was anybody
who could check up and see that the seeds complied with
the State law in respect to seeds.

Mr. COCHRAN. Does not the gentleman think that the
proper authorities in every State would check up on the
seeds?

Mr. HINSHAW. That is possible, but the package might
be shipped by mail, direct, or by express, in which case it
would be difficult for anybody to locate.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. In the instance to which
the gentleman has referred, where the seed is shipped by
mail, it is the man who receives the seed who will make the
complaint if the seeds are not up to the guaranty placed on
them by the farmer who ships them.

Mr. HINSHAW. He can prove that if he holds out enough
seed to be tested afterward, but after he has once planted
the seed and something grows that should not be there no-
body could tell, and his farm would already be infested with
new weeds.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And at the present time
the farmer who lives outside a State has no recourse because
he cannot get recourse in his own State.

Mr. HINSHAW. That is true, but this act provides that
there shall be inspection and grading of seeds, and I believe
the act is a good one from that point of view, but I think it
should apply equally to all persons who provide seed.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There is no question but
that the gentleman is correct there, when you come to regu-
late the seed dealers and farmers engaged in selling seed
commercially, but there are many instances, particularly in
our section of the country, where farmers will raise alfalfa,
say, have a few bags of seed for sale or produce and sell seed
corn, and I think they should have a right to deal with their
neighbors.

Mr. HINSHAW. They have that right to deal with their
neighbors in the State in accordance with the State laws.
This refers to interstate shipment.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has expired.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. But if they comply with
the State laws in which they live, they should be taken care
of, and this does take care of them.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 3 more minutes.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the
fact that the producer or farmer has the opportunity of
having his seed cleaned and tested for him by a custom
cleaner or he may have his own cleaning equipment. He
also has opportunity of having the seeds tested free of charge
at a State or Federal seed laboratory. He can also sell to
the dealer or jobber without cleaning or testing. The exemp-
tion which has been inserted in the bill is not necessary to
the proper marketing of seed by the producer or farmer,

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, HINSHAW. Yes.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Is the gentleman in favor of
seeing this bill enacted?

Mr, HINSHAW. Iam.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I say that if the gentleman is,
he would not consider any move toward removing this ex-
emption from the bill?

Mr, HINSHAW. I do not understand that.

Mr, H. CARL ANDERSEN. In other words, if there is no
exemption for the farmer from the provisions of this act, I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6807

do not see how anyone interested in the farmers of the Nation
could vote for it.

Mr, HINSHAW. If the farmers are interested in them-
selves, they are interested in prohibiting the spread of
noxious-weed seeds.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Has the gentleman ever
farmed?

Mr. HINSHAW. I have, but not extensively. I am a mem-
ber of the Los Angeles County Farm Bureau.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I suggest that there are
lots of cases where a man, needing a little seed, goes to his
neighbor, who perhaps lives on the other side of a State line.
For instance, I do that myself. I live on a farm about 12
miles from the Dakota line, and in many cases I have gone
across the line and got a little jag of seeds.

Mr. HINSHAW. I do not think this law would seriously
prevent you from doing that.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I think it would.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I can see the objection
that the gentleman has where a farmer in a State might
be forced to comply with the regulations and laws of 47
other States, but this provision might lead to a uniformity
of legislation with reference to seeds. In fact, they are
working that way now.

Mr. HINSHAW. Any act regulating interstate commerce
should apply equally to everyone, in my opinion,

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TiNgHAMI].

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, by unanimous consent
I desire to make a statement which I made to the press
not long ago and which I think is appropriate at this time.

The King of Great Britain and the Emperor of the British
Empire and those accompanying him, it goes without say-
ing, should be received with respect and dignity on the
occasion of their visit to this country.

It is the first time since the discovery of America by
Christopher Columbus that any sovereign of this imperial
government has come to this continent. Such a visit, how-
ever, might have been more fortunate at another time. It
comes now at a time when heavy war clouds overhang the
British Empire—when Europe is on the brink of war, and
when the course which the United States shall follow in
the event of European war is of uppermost concern, to us
and to Europe.

In diplomacy, as well as historic perspective, such a visit
of a reigning monarch to the head of another nation is not
a private visit. It is an affair of state.

History reveals that the various royal visits to France
almost invariably were accompanied by political commit-
ments and frequently followed by war.

In June of 1908 the King of Great Britain and the
Emperor of the British Empire visited Russia for the first
time. It is a fact of historic record that the political under-
standing or entente between the Russian and British Em-
pires coincided with that royal visit. Six years later that
understanding or entente brought Russia into the World
War as the ally of Great Britain. That war cost the Czar
his throne and was followed by the destruction of Russia
and the political control of that pitiable country by
homicidal Communists.

The question now arises whether the unprecedented visit
of the British King to the United States and to the White
House does in fact publicly signify and confirm an entente
or military understanding between President Roosevelt and
Secretary of State Hull and the British Government for the
preservation of the British Empire at the expense of American
blood and American treasure.

Whatever the real facts may be, there is not the least
doubt that both in Europe and Asia it is commonly believed
that such an understanding and alliance has been made,
although Secretary Hull, with a Machiavellian touch, has
described our policy as one of “parallel action.” This is the
very phrase used by Hitler and Mussolini with regard to their
cooperation previous to their now announced military treaty.
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Under these circumstances it is incumbent upon the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State to make public proclamation
and affirmation of the neutrality of the United States, both in
Europe and Asia, and the freedom of the United States from
any alliance, written or spoken; and if these executive officers
of our Government fail or neglect to do so, then it is in-
cumbent upon the Congress by appropriate resolution to give
notice to the world and reassurance to the people in the
United States that the United States is not the pawn and ally
of the British Empire.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TINKHAM. I yield. -

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The gentleman is very
familiar with royal etiquette. When the King and Queen of
Great Britain come here to visit us, how soon thereafter must
the President and his wife visit the royal couple of Great
Britain? ;

Mr. TINKHAM. My familiarity with royal etiquette is not
sufficiently adequate to answer that question. [Laughter.]

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. TINKHAM. I yield.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Does the gentleman know whether
the King and Queen have obtained a visa and whether or not
the deportation zealots on the Committee on Immigration
have investigated into that question?

Mr, TINKHAM. I do not; but I assume they have not.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr, COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I have no fur-
ther requests for time, and I ask that the bill may be read.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

EBe it enacted, ete., That this act may be cited as the “Federal
Beed Act.”

TITLE I—DEFINITIONS

Secrion 101. (a) When used in this act—

(1) The term “United States” means the several States, Alaska,
District of Columbia, Hawall, and Puerto Rico.

(2) The term “person" includes a partnership, corporation,
company, society, or association.

{3) The term “interstate commerce"” means—

(A) commerce between any State, Territory, possesslon, or the
District of Columbia, and any other State, Territory, possession,
or the District of Columbia; or

{B) commerce between points within the same State, Territory,
or possession, or the District of Columbia, but through any place
outside thereof; or

(C) commerce within the District of Columbia.

(4) For the purposes of this act with respect to labeling for
variety and origin (but not in anywise limiting the foregoing
definition), seeds shall be considered to be in interstate com-
merce, or delivered for transportation in interstate commerce,
if such seeds are part of, or delivered for transportation in, that
current of commerce usual in the transportation and/or mer-
chandising of seeds, whereby such seeds are sent from one State
with the expectation that they will end their transit in another,
including, in addition to cases within the sabove general descrip-
tion, all cases where seeds are transported or delivered for trans-
portation to another BState, or for processing or cleaning for
seeding purposes within the State and shipment outside the State
of the processed or cleaned seeds. Seeds normally in such current
of commerce shall not be considered out of such current through
resort being had to any means or device intended to remove
transactions in respect thereto from the provisions of this act.

(5) The term *“forelgn commerce” means commerce between
the United States, its possessions, or any Terrltory of the United
States, and any foreign country.

(6) (a) The term “district court of the United States” means
any court exercising the powers of a district court of the United
Btates.

(b) The term *“ecircuit court of appeals,” in case the principal
place of business or the place of residence of a person against
whom a cease and desist order is issued is in the District of
Columbia, includes the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia.

(7) The term—

(A) “Agricultural seeds" shall include grass, forage, and fleld
crop seeds, as follows:

Agropyron cristatum (L.) Beauv.—Crested wheatgrass.

Agropyron paucifiorum (Schwein.) Hitche—Slender wheatgrass.

Agropyron smithii Rydb.—Bluestem.

Agrostis alba L.—Redtop.

Agrostis canina L.—Velvet bent.

Agrostis palustris Huds.—Creeping bent.

Agrostis spp. tenuis Sibth.—Bentgrasses.
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Avena spp—Oat. s

Beta vulgaris L.—Field beet, excluding sugar beet.

Brassica napus L—Winter rape.

Bromus inermis Leyss—Smooth brome,

Chloris gayana Kunth.—Rhodes grass.

Cynosurus cristatus L.—Crested dogtail.

Dactylis glomerata L.—Orchard grass.
mﬁ:hinocmoa crusgalll frumentacea (Roxb.) Wright.—Japanese

et.

Fagopyrum vulgare Hill—Common buckwheat.

Festuca spp.—Fescue.

Gossypium spp.—Cotton.

Hordeum spp.—Barley.

Lespedeza sericea (Thumb.) Miq—Chinese lespedeza.

Lespedeza stipulacea Maxim.—Korean lespedeza.

Lespedeza striata (Thumb.) Hook and Arn—Common and Eobe
lespedeza.

Linum usitatissimum L.—Flax,

Lollum multificrum Lam.—Italian ryegrass.

Lolium perenne L.—Perennial ryegrass.

Medicago arabica (L.) All—Bur-clover.

Medicago hispida Caertn.—Bur-clover.

Medicago lupulina L.—PBlack medick.

Medicago sativa L.—Alfalfa.

Melilotus alba Desr.—White sweetclover,

Melilotus indica (L.) All.—Sourclover.

Melilotus officinalis (L.) Lam.—Yellow sweetclover.

Mel'nis minutifiora Beauv.—Molasses grass.

Oryza sativa L—Rice.

Panicum fasciculatum Swartz—Browntop millet.

Panicum miliaceum L.—Pros=o.

Paspalum dilatatum Poir—Dallis grass.

Paspalum notatum Fluegge—Bahia grass.

Pennisetum glaucum (L.) R. Br.—Pearl millet.

Pennisetum purpureum Schumach.—Napier grass.

Phleum pratenss L—Timothy.

Phalaris arundinacea L.—Reed canary grass.

Pisum sativum arvense L. (Poir.) —Field pea, Austrian winter pea.

Poa annua L.—Annual bluegrass.

Poa compressa L.—Canada bluegrass,

Poa nemoralis L—Wood bluegrass.

Poa pratensis L—Kentucky bluegrass.

Poa trivialls L—Rough bluegrass.

Becale cereale L—Rye.

lﬂiletm italica (L.) Beauv.—Foxtail, German, Hungarian, or golden
millet.

Boja max (L.) Plper.—Soybean.

Sorghum vulgare Pers—Sorghum.

Sorghum vulgare sudanense (Piper) Hitchc—Sudan grass,

Stizolobium utile (Wall.) Piper and Tracy—Velvet-bean.,

Trifolium dubium S.bth.—Suckling clover.

Trifolium hybridum L.—Alsike clover.

Trifolium incarnatum L.—Crimson clover,

Trifollum pratense L.—Red clover,

Trifolium repens L—White clover.

Triticum spp—Wheat; spzlt; emmer,

Vicia angustifolia (L.) Reich.—Narrowleaf vetch.

Vicia atropurpurea Desf.—Purple vetch,

Vicla dasycarpa Ten.—Woollypod vetch.

Vicla monantha Desf.—Monantha vetch.

Vicia pannonica Crantz—Hungarian vetch.

Vicia sativa L—Common vetch

Viecia villcsa Roth.—Hairy vetch.

Vigna sinensis (Torner) Savi—Cowpea.

Zea mays L—Field corn:

Provided, That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized by rules
and regulations to add to or take from such list of agricultural seed
when he finds that any seeds are or are not uszd for seeding purposzs
in the United States.

(B) *“Vegetable seeds” shall include the seeds of those crops
that are or may be grown in gardens or on truck farms and are
or may be generally known and sold under the name of vegetable
seeds.

(B) (A) For the purpose of title II, the term “weed seeds”
means the seeds or bulblets of plants recognized as weeds either
by the law or rules and regulations of, or generally in—

(1) The State into which the seed is offered for transportation,
or transported; or

(ii) Alaska, Hawall, Puerto Rico, or District of Columbia into
which transported, or District of Columbia in which sold.

(B) For the purpose of title III, the term “weed seeds” means
seeds or bulblets of plants which are found by the Secretary of
Agriculture to be detrimental to the agricultural interests of the
United States, or any part thereof,

(9) (A) For the purpose of title II, the term “noxious-weed
seeds” means the seeds or bulblets of plants recognized as
noxious—

(i) by the law or rules and regulations of the State into which
the seed is offered for transportation, or transported;

(ii) by the law or rules and regulations of Alaska, Hawall,
Puerto Rico, or the District of Columbia, into which transported,
or District of Columbia in which sold; or

(iii) by the rules and regulations of the Secretary of Agri-
culture under this act, when after Investigation he shall deter-
mine that a weed is noxious in the United States or in any
specifically designated area thereof.
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(B) For the purpose of title III, the term ‘“noxious-weed seeds”
means the seeds of Lepidium draba L., Lepidium repens (Schrenk)
Bolss, Hymenophysa pubescens C. A; Mey., white top; Cirsiuin
arvense (L.) Scop., Canada thistle; Cuscuta spp. dodder; Con-
volvulus arvensis L., bindweed; Centaurea picris Pall, Russian
knapweed; Sonchus arvensis L., perennial sowthistle; Euphorbia
esula L., leafy spurge; and seeds or bulblets of any other kinds
which after investigation the Secretary of Agriculture finds should
be included,

(10) The term *“crigin” means the State, Alaska, District of
Columbia, Hawail, Puerto Rico, or possession of the United
States, or the foreign country, or designated portion thereof,
where the seed was grown.

(11) The term “kind"” means one or more related species or
subspecies which singly or collectively is known by one common
name, for example, wheat, oat, vetch, sweetclover, cabbage, cauli-
flower, and so forth.

(12) The term “variety” means a subdivision of a kind which
is characterized by growth, plant, fruit, seed, or other characters
by which it can be differentiated from other sorts of the same
kind, for example, Marquis wheat, Flat Dutch cabbage, Manchu
soybeans, Oxheart carrot, etc.

(18) The term “type"” means either (A) a group of varieties so
nearly similar that the individual varieties cannot be clearly
differentiated except under special conditions, or (B) when used
with a wvariety name means seed of the varlety named which
may be mixed with seed of other varleties of the same kind
and of similar character, the manner of and the circumstances
connected with the use of the designation to be governed by
rules and regulations prescribed under section 402 of this act.

(14) The term “germination” means the percentage of seeds
capable of producing normal seedlings under ordinarily favorable
conditions (not including seeds which produce weak, malformed,
or obviously abnormal sprouts), determined by methods prescribed
under section 403 of this act.

(15) The term "“hard seeds” means the percentage of seeds
which because of hardness or impermeability do not absorb mois-
ture or germinate under prescribed tests but remain hard during
the period prescribed for germination of the kind of seed con-
cerned, determined by methods prescribed under section 403 of
this act.

(16) The term “live seed” means the percentage of germination
plus the percentage of hard seed.

(17) The term “inert matter” means all matter not seeds, and
includes among others broken seeds, sterile florets, chaff, fungus
bodies, and stones, determined by methods prescribed under
section 403 of this act.

(18) The term “pure live seed” for the purpose of title III means
that portion of any lot of seed subject to this act that consists of
live agricultural or vegetable seed determined by methods pre-
scribed under section 403 of this act.

(19) The term “label” means the display or displays of written,

printed, or graphic matter upon or attached to the container of
seed. .
(20) The term *“labeling” includes all labels, and other written,
printed, and graphic representations, in any form whatsoever,
accompanying and pertaining to any seed whether in bulk or in
containers, and includes invoices.

(21) The term “advertisement” means all representations, other
than those on the label, disseminated in any manner or by any
means, relating to seed within the scope of this act.

(22) Subject to such tolerances as the Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized to prescribe under the provisions of this act—

(A) the term “false labeling” means any labeling which is false
or misleading in any particular;

(B) the term “false advertisement” means any advertisement
which is false or misleading in any particular.

(23) The term *“screenings” shall include chaff, sterile florets,
immature seed, weed seed, inert matter, and any other materials
removed in any way from any seeds in any kind of cleaning
or processing and which contaln less than 25 percent of live
agricultural or vegetable seeds.

(24) The term “in bulk” refers to seed when loose elther in
vehicles of transportation or in storage, and not to seed in bags
or other containers.

TITLE II—INTERSTATE COMMERCE
PROHIBITIONS RELATING TO INTERSTATE COMMERCE IN CERTAIN

SectioN 201. It shall be unlawful for any person to transport or
deliver for transportation in interstate commerce—

(a) Any agricultural seeds or any mixture of agricultural seeds
for seeding purposes, unless each container bears a label giving
the following information in accordance with rules and regulations
prescribed under section 402 of this act:

(1) The name of (A) kind, or (B) kind and wvariety, or (C)
kind and type, for each agricultural seed component present in
excess of 5 percent of the whole and the percentage by weight of
each: Provided, That such components are expressed in accord-
ance with the category designated under (A), (B), or (C);

(2) Lot number or other identification;

(3) Origin, stated in accordance with paragraph (a) (1) of this
section, of each agricultural seed present which has been designated
by the Secretary of Agriculture as one on which a knowledge of
the origin is important from the standpoint of crop production, if
the crigin is known, and if each such seed is present in excess of
b6 percent, If the origin of such agricultural seed or seeds is
unknown, that fact shall be stated;
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e(éi) FPercentage by weight of weed seeds, including noxious-weed
seedas;

(6) Kinds of noxious-weed seeds and the rate of occurrence of
each kind, which rate shall be expressed In accordance with and
shall not exceed the rate allowed for shipment, movement, or sale
of such noxious-weed seeds by the law and regulations of the
State into which the seed is offered for transportation or trans-
ported or in accordance with the rules and regulations of the
Secretary of Agriculture, when under the provisions of section
101 (a) (9) (A) (iii) he shall determine that weeds other than
those designated by State requirements are noxious;

(8) Percentage by welight of agricultural seeds other than those
included under paragraph (a) (1) of this section;

(7) Percentage by weight of inert matter;

(8) For each agricultural seed, in excess of 5 percent of the
whole, stated in accordance with paragraph (a) (1) of this section,
(A) percentage of germination, exclusive of hard seed, (B) per-
centage of hard seed, if present, (C) percentage of live seed, if hard
seed is present, and (D) the calendar month and year the test
was completed to determine such percentages;

(9) Name and address of (A) the person who transports, or de-
livers for transportation, said seed in interstate commerce, or
(B) the person to whom the seed is sold or shipped for resale, to-
gether with a code designation approved by the Secretary of Ag-
riculture under rules and regulations prescribed under section 402
of this act, indicating the person who transports or delivers for
transportation said seed in interstate commerce;

{(b) Any vegetable seeds, for seeding purposes, in containers,
unless each container bears a label giving the following informa-
tlon in accordance with rules and regulations prescribed under
section 402 of this act;

(1) Name of kind and variety of seed;

(2) For seeds which germinate less than the standard last estab-
lished by the Secretary of Agriculture, as provided under section
403 (c) of this act—

(1) percentage of germination, exclusive of hard seed;

(i) percentage of hard seed, if present;

(iil) percentage of live seed, if hard seed is present;

(iv) the calendar month and year the test was completed to de-
termine such percentages;

(v) the words “Below Standard”; and

(3) Name and address of—

(A) The person who transports or delivers for transportation,
eald seed in interstate commerce; or

(B) the person to whom the seed is sold or shipped for re-
sale, together with a code designation approved by the Secretary
of Agriculture under rules and regulations prescribed under sec-
tion 402 of this act, indicating the person who transports or de-
livers for transportation said seed in Interstate commerce.

(¢) Any agricultural or vegetable seed unless the test to de-
termine the percentage of germination required by this section
shall have been completed within a 5-month period, exclusive of
the calendar month in which the test was completed, immediately
prior to transportation or delivery for transportation in inter-
state commerce: Provided, however, That the Secretary of Agri-
culture may by rules and regulations designate: (a) a shorter
period for kinds of agricultural or vegetable seed which he finds
under ordinary conditions of handling will not maintain, during
the aforesaid 6-month period, a germination within the established
limits of tolerance; or (b) a longer period not to exceed 9 months,
exclusive of the calendar month in which the test was completed,
for kinds of agricultural or vegetable seed which he finds under
ordinary conditions of handling will maintain during such longer
period a germination within the established limits of tolerance.

(d) Any agricultural seeds or vegetable seeds, having a false
labeling, or pertaining to which there has been a false advertise~
ment, or to sell or offer for sale such seed for interstate ship-
ment by himself or others.

(e) Seed which is required to be stained under the provisions
of this act and the regulations made and promulgated thereunder,
and is not so stained.

(f) Seed which has been stalned to resemble seed stained in
accordance with the provisions of this act and the regulations
made and promulgated thereunder.

(g) Seed which is a mixture of seeds which are required to be
stained or which are stained with different colors under the pro-
visions of this act and of the regulations made and promulgated
thereunder, or which is a mixture of any seed required to be
stained under the provisions of this act and of the regulations
made and promulgated thereunder, with seed of the same kind
produced in the United States.

(h) Screenings of any seed subject to this act, unless they are
not intended for seeding purposes; and it is stated on the label,
if in containers, or on the invoice if in bulk, that they are intended
for cleaning, processing, or manufacturing purposes, and not for
seeding purposes.

RECORDS

Bec. 202. All persons transporting, or delivering for transporta-
tion, in interstate commerce agricultural or vegetable seeds shall
keep such records as may be prescribed by rules and regulations
prescribed under section 402 of this act, and the Secretary of Agri-
culture, or his duly authorized agents, shall have the right to
inspect such records for the purpose of the effective administration
of this act.

EXEMPTIONS
BSec. 203. (a) The provisions of sections 201 and 202 shall not

apply to any carrier in respect to any seed transported or delivered
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for transportation in the ordinary course of its business as a car-
rier: Provided, That such carrier is not engaged in processing or
merchandising seed subject to the provisions of this act; and such
provisions shall not apply to seeds incidentally sold by a farmer and
delivered on his own directly to the consumer: Provided,
‘That such farmer sells only such seeds as may have been produced
by him and does not advertise such seeds for sale and does not sell
any seeds not produced by him and does not deliver seeds so sold
by mail or by any common carrier.

(b) The provisions of section 201 (a) or (b) shall not apply—

(1) to seed or grain not intended for seeding purposes when
transported or offered for transportation in ordinary channels of
commerce usual for such seed or grain intended for manufacture
or for feeding; or

(2) to seed intended for seeding purposes when transported or
offered for transportation in interstate commerce—

(A) if in bulk, in which case, however, the invoice pertalning to
such seed shall bear the various statements required for the re-
spective seeds under section 201 (a) and (b); or

(B) if consigned to a seed cleaning or processing establishment,
to be cleaned or processed for seeding purposes: Provided, That
this fact is so stated in the invoice, if in bulk, or on attached
labels, if in contalners: Provided further, That any such seed later
to be labeled as to origin and/or variety, and for which consecutive
records are necessary to establish these facts, shall be labeled as to
these items in accordance with rules and regulations prescribed
under section 402 of this act.

(c) When the Secretary of Agriculture finds that, because of the
time interval between seed harvesting and sowing, or because of an
emergency beyond human control, the information required by this
act as to the germination, and hard and live seed of certain kinds
of seeds, cannot be given prior to transportation or delivery for
transportation in interstate commerce, he may promulgate, with or
without a hearing, rules and ons providing that the provi-
sions of section 201 (a) and (b) as to the required labeling for
germination and hard and live seed shall not apply for such period
and to such kinds of seed as he may specify in his said rules and
regulations.

(d) The provisions of section 201 (a) and (b) relative to the
labeling of agricultural and vegetable seeds with the percentages
of the kind or variety or type of seeds shall not be deemed viclated
if there be other seeds in the container or bulk which could not be,
or were not, identified because of their indistinguishability in
appearance from the seeds Intended to be transported or delivered
for transportation in interstate commerce, provided that the rec-
ords of the person charged with the duty under said section of
labeling or inveoicing the seeds, kept in accordance with the rules
and regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture, together with other
pertinent facts, disclose that sald person has taken all proper
precautions to insure the identity to be that stated.

DISCLAIMERS AND NONWARRANTIES

Bec. 204. The use of a disclaimer or nonwarranty clause in any
invoice, advertising, labeling, or written, printed, or graphic matter,
pertaining to any seed shall not constitute a defense, or be used as
a defense in any way, in any prosecution, or in any proceeding for
confiscation of seeds, brought under the provisions of this act,
or the rules and regulations made and promulgated thereunder.

FALSE ADVERTISING

Bec. 205. It shall be unlawful for any person to disseminate, or
cause to be disseminated, any false advertisement concerning seed,
by the United States mails, or in interstate or forelgn commerce,
in any manner or by any means, including radio broadcasts: Pro-
vided, however, That no person, advertising agency, or medium for
the dissemination of advertising, except the person who transported,
delivered for transportation, sold, or offered for sale seed to which
the false advertisement relates, shall be liable under this section
by reason of disseminating or causing to be disseminated any false
advertisement, unless he or it has refused, on the request of the
Becretary of Agriculture, to furnish the Secretary the name and
post-office address of the person, or advertising agency, residing In
the United Btates, who caused, directly or indirectly, the dissemi-
nation of such advertisement.

Trrre III—FOREIGN COMMERCE
PROHIBITIONS AND PROCEDURES RELATING TO IMPORTATIONS

SecTroN 301. (a) The importation into the United States is pro-
hibited of—

(1) any seed containing 10 percent or more of any agricultural
or vegetable seeds if any such seed is adulterated or unfit for seeding
purposes, or is required to be stained and is not so stained, under
the terms of this title, or the labeling of which is false or misleading
in any respect;

(2) screenings of any seeds subject to title III of this act (except
that this shall not apply to screenings of wheat, oats, rye, barley,
buckwheat, field corn, sorghum, broomeorn, flax, millet, proso, soy=
beans, cow peas, field peas, or fleld beans, which are not imported
for seeding purposes and are declared for cleaning, processing, or
manufacturing purposes, and not for seeding purposes);

(3) any seed containing 10 percent or more of the seeds of
alfalfa or red clover, which has been stained prior to being offered
for entry in a manner that does not permit compliance with the
provisions of this title and the regulations made and promulgated
thereunder.

SEC. 302. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall deliver to the
Becretary of Agriculture, subject to joint rules and regulations pre-
scribed under section 402 of this act, samples of seed and screen-
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ings which are being imported into the United States, or offered for
import, giving notice thereof to the consignee, and if it appears
from the examination of such samples that any seed or screenings
offered to be imported into the United States are subject to the
provisions of this title and do not comply with the provisions of
this title, or if the labeling of such seed is false or misleading in
any respect, such seed or screenings shall be refused admission, and
the Secretary of the Treasury shall refuse delivery to the consignee,
who may appear, however, before the Secretary of Agriculture and
show cause why the seed or screenings should be admitted, BSeed
or screenings refused admission and not exported by the con-
signee within 12 months from the date of notice of such refusal
shall be destroyed in accordance with joint rules and regulations
prescribed under section 402 of this act: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may deliver to the consignee such seed or
screenings pending examination and decision in the matter or for
staining, if it be seed which is required to be stained, or for clean-
ing, on the execution of a redelivery bond for such amount as
may be necessary under joint rules and regulations prescribed
under section 402 of this act, and on refusal to return such seed
or screenings for any cause to the custody of the Secretary of the
Treasury, when demanded, for the purpose of excluding such seed
or screenings from the country, or for any other purpose, sald con=
signee shall forfeit the full amount of the bond as liquidated
damages: And provided further, That all charges for storage, cart=-
age, and labor on the seed or screenings which are refused admis-
glon or delivery, shall be pald by the owner or consignee, and in
default of such payment shall constitute a llen against future
importation made by such owner or consignee.

(b) The refuse from any seeds or screenings which are allowed
to be cleaned under bond shall be destroyed in accordance with
Joint rules and regulations prescribed under section 402 of this
act.
(c) The provisions of this title shall not apply—

(1) when seed is shipped In bond through the United States, or

(2) when the Secretary of Agriculture finds that a substantial
proportion of the importations of any kind of seed is used for other
than seeding purposes, and he provides by rules and regulations
that seed of such kind not imported for seeding purposes shall be
exempted from the provisions of the act: Provided, That importa-
tions of such kinds of seed shall be accompanied by a declaration
setting forth the use for which im when and as required
under joint rules and regulations prescribed under section 402 of
this act,

ADULTERATED SEED

Sec. 303. Seed subject to the provisions of section 301 is adul=
terated if any kind of such seed contains more than 5 percent by
weight of seed or seeds of another kind or kinds of similar ap-
pearance: Provided, That the mixture of the seed of white and
alsike clover, or red clover and alsike clover, shall not be deemed
to be adulterated, and that other seed mixtures of similar kinds of
seeds of similar appearance shall not be deemed to be adulterated
when the Secretary of Agriculture finds and prescribes by order
that the importation of such seed mixtures for planting is not
detrimental to the user of such seeds.

SEED UNFIT FOR SEEDING PURPOSES

Sec. 304. Seed subject to the provisions of section 301 is unfit
for seeding purposes—

(a) If any such seed contains noxious-weed seed at a rate in
excess of—

(1) one noxious-weed seed in each 10 grams of the seed of
timothy, orchard grass, bromegrass, crested wheatgrass, slender
wheatgrass, ryegrass, sweetclover, alfalfa, millet, rape, flax, clovers,
and species of Agrostis, Festuca, or Poa, or any kind of seed of a
size and weight similar to or less than those named;

(2) one noxious-weed seed in each 25 grams of the seed of
sorghum, Sudan grass, and buckwheat, or any kind of seed of a
size and weight greater than the seeds referred to in (a) (1), but
less than seeds referred to in (a) (3) of this section;

(3) one noxious-weed seed in each 100 grams of the seed of
wheat, oats, rye, barley, vetches, and corn, or any seed of a size
and weight similar to or greater than such seed.

(b) If any such seed contains more than 2 percent by welight
of weed seeds; or

(¢) If any such seed contains less than 75 percent of pure,
live seed, or if any component of such seed present to the ex-
tent of 10 percent or more contains less than 75 percent of live
seed: Provided, That when the Secretary of Agriculture shall find
that any such seed or any kind of seed present to the extent of
10 percent or more cannot be produced to contain 75 percent of
pure, live seed, he may set up such standard from time to time
for pure, live seed as he finds can be produced.

CERTAIN SEEDS REQUIRED TO BE STAINED

Sec. 305. () Any seed containing 10 percent or more of the
seeds of alfalfa and/or red clover, subject to the provisions of
section 301, shall be stained in such manner and to such extent
as the Secretary of Agriculture by regulation may prescribe and,
when practicable, the color produced by such stain shall indicate
the country or region of origin.

(b) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture, after public hear-
ing, determines that seed of alfalfa or red clover from any for-
elgn country or region is not adapted for general agricultural
use in the United States, he shall publish such determination. On
and after the expiration of 80 days after the date of such publi-
cation, and until such determination is revoked, 10 percent or
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more of the seeds In each container of such alfalfa or red clover
seed, or any seed containing 10 percent or more of such alfalfa or
red clover seed, shall be stalned a red color, in accordance with
such regulations as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe.

(¢) Whenever the origin of the seed of alfalfa or of red clover
present in excess of 10 percent in any seed subject to section 301
of this act is unestablished, 10 percent of the seed in each con-
tainer shall be stained a red color.

(d) Whenever the seeds of alfalfa or of red clover of different
origins are present in excess of 10 percent in any seed subject
to section 301 of this act, and different colors are required by
reason of such different crigins, 10 percent of the seed in each
container shall be stained red.

(e) Whenever any seed required to be stained under the pro-
visions of this act is commingled with seed of the same kind
grown in the United States, the seed in each container thereof
shall be stained 10 percent red.

CERTAIN ACTS FROHIBITED

Sec. 306. It shall be unlawful for any person—

(a) To sell or offer for sale—

(1) any seed for seeding purposes if imported under this title
for other than seeding purposes;

(2) any screenings of any seeds for seeding purposes if im-
ported under this title for other than seeding purposes;

(3) any seed which is prohibited entry under the provisions of
this act;

(4) any seed which has been stained to resemble seed stained In
accordance with the provisions of this act and the rules and regula-
tions made and promulgated thereunder;

(5) any seed stained under the provisions of this act and the
rules and re tions made and promulgated thereunder, when
mixed with seed of the same kind produced in the United States;

(6) any seed stained with different colors;

(7) any seed stained under the provisions of this act, the labeling
of which states that such seed is adapted.

(b) To change the proportion of seeds stained under the provi-
gions of this act and the rules and regulations made and promul-
gated thereunder, or to alter, modify, conceal, or remove in any
manner or by any means the color of such stained seeds.

TiTLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS
DELEGATION OF DUTIES

SeerioN 401. Any duties devolving upon the Secretary of Agricul-
ture by virtue of the provisions of this act may with like force and
effect be executed by such officer or officers, agent or agents, of the
Department of Agriculture as the Secretary may designate for the
purpose.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

SEc. 402. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall make such rules
and regulations as he may deem necessary for the effective enforce=
ment of this act, except as otherwise provided in this section.

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury and the Secretary of Agricul-
ture shall make, jointly or severally, such rules and regulations as
they may deem necessary for the effective enforcement of title III
of this act.

(¢) Prior to the promulgation of any rule or regulation under this
act, dus notice shall be given by publication in the Federal Register
of intention to promulgate and the time and place of a public
hearing to be held with reference thereto, and no rule or regulation
may be promulgated until after such hearing. Any rule or regula-
tion shall become effective on the date fixed in the promulgation,
which date shall be not less than 30 days after publication in the
Federal Register, and may be amended or revoked in the manner
provided for its promulgation.

STANDARDS, TESTS, AND TOLERANCES

SEC. 403. (a) The samplings, analyses, tests, or examinations of
seeds made in connection with the administration of this act shall
be made by methods set forth by rules and regulations prescribed
under section 402 of this act.

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to
make and promulgate by rules and regulations, reasonable toler-
ances as to the percentages and rates of occurrence required to be
stated or required by this act.

(¢) For the purpose of section 201 (b) of this act, the Secretary
of Agriculture is authorized and directed to investigate, determine,
establish, and promulgate from time to time such reasonable stand-
ards of germination for each kind of vegetable seed as will in his
judgment best protect crop production.

PROHIBITION AGAINST ALTERATIONS

SEec. 404. No person shall detach, alter, deface, or destroy any label
provided for in this act or the rules and regulations made and
promulgated thereunder by the Secretary of Agriculture, or alter
or substitute seed in a manner that may defeat the purpose of
this act.

SEIZURE

SEc. 406. (a) Any seed sold, delivered for transportation in inter-
state commerce, or transported in interstate or foreign commerce in
viclation of any of the provisions of this act shall, at the time of
such violation or at any time thereafter, be liable to be proceeded
against on libel of information and condemned in any district court
of‘t.he d‘(ffnited States within the jurisdiction of which the seed
is foun
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(b) If seed is condemned by a decree of the court as being
in violation of the provisions of this act, it may be disposed of
by the court by—

(1) sale; or

(2) delivery to the owner thereof after he has appeared as claim-
ant and pald the court costs and fees and storage and other
proper expenses and executed and delivered a bond with good
and sufficient sureties that such seed will not be sold or disposed
of in any jurisdiction contrary to the provisions of this act and
the rules and regulations made and promulgated thereunder, or
the laws of such jurisdiction; or

(3) destruction.

(c) If such seed Is disposed of by sale, the proceeds of the
sale, less the court costs and fees and storage and other proper
expenses, shall be paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts,
but such seed shall not be sold or disposed of in any jurisdiction
contrary to the provisions of this act and the rules and regulations
made and promulgated thereunder, or the laws of such jurisdic-
tion.

(d) The proceedings Iin such libel cases shall conform, as
nearly as may be, to the proceedings in admiralty, except that
either party may demand trial by jury of any issue of fact joined
in any such case; and such proceedings shall be at the suit of
and in the name of the United States,

PENALTIES

Bec. 406, Any person who viclates any provision of this act
or the rules and regulations made and promulgated thereunder
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction
thereof, shall pay a fine of not more than #1,000, for the first
offense, and upon conviction for each subsequent offense not
more than $2,000.

SEc. 407. When construing and enforcing the provisions of this
act, the act, omission, or fallure of any officer, agent, or other
person acting for or employed by any person, partnership, cor-
poration, company, scclety, or association, shall in every case be
also deemed to be the act, omission, or fallure of such person,
partnership, corporation, company, society, or association, as well
as that of the person employed.

Sec. 408. Before any violation of this act is ed by the
Becrntary of Agriculture to any United States attorney for insti-
tution of a criminal proceeding, the person against whom such
proceeding is contemplated shall be given appropriate notice and
an opportunity to present his views, either orally or in writing,
with regard to such contemplated proceeding.

CEASE AND DESIST PROCEEDINGS

Bec. 409. (a) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has reason
to belleve that any person has violated or is violating any of the
provisions of this act or the rules and regulations made and
promulgated thereunder, he shall cause a complaint in writing
to be served upon the person, stating his charges in that respect,
and requiring the person to attend and testify at a hearing at a
time and place designated therein, at least 30 days after the
service of such complaint; and at such time and place there
shall be afforded the person a reasonable opportunity to be in-
formed as to the evidence introduced against him (including the
right of cross-examination), and to be heard in person or by
counsel and through witnesses, under such rules and regulations
as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe. At any time prior
to the close of the hearing the Secretary of Agriculfure may
amend the complaint; but in case of any amendment adding new
provisions the hearing shall, on the request of the person, be
adjourned for a period not exceeding 15 days.

(b) If, after such hearing, the Secretary of Agriculture finds that
the person has violated or is violating any provisions of the act or
rules and regulations covered by the charges, he shall make a
report in writing in which he shall state his findings as to the
facts, and shall issue and cause to be served on the person an
order requiring such person to cease and desist from continuing
such violation. The testimony taken at the hearing shall be re-
duced to writing and filed in the records of the Department of
Agriculture.

(c) Until a transeript of the record in such hearing has been filed
in a district court of the United States, as provided in section 410,
the Secretary of Agriculture at any time, upon such notice and in
guch manner as he deems proper, but only after reasonable oppor-
tunity to the person to be heard, may amend or set aside the report
or order, in whole or in part.

(d) Complaints, orders, and other processes of the Secretary of
Agriculture under this section may be served by anyone duly au-
thorized by the SBecretary of Agriculture, either (1) by delivering
a copy thereof to the person to be served, or to a member of the
partnership to be served, or to the president, secretary, or other
executive officer, or a director of the corporation to be served; or
(2) by leaving a copy thereof at the principal office or place of
business of such person, partnership, or corporation: or (3) by
registering and mailing a copy thereof addressed to such person,
partnership, or corporation at his or its last known principal office
or place of business, The verified return by the person so serving
sald complaint, order, or other process setting forth the manner
of sald order shall be proof of the same, and the return post-office
receipt for said complaint, order, or other process registered and
mailed as aforesaid shall be proof of the service of the same.

SEC. 410. An order made under secticn 409 shall be final and
conclusive unless within 30 days after the service the person ap-
peals to the circuilt court of appeals for the circuit in which such
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person resides or has his principal place of business by filing with
the clerk of such court a written petition praying that the Secre-
tary’s order be set aside or modified in the manner stated in the
petition, together with a bond in such sum as the court may deter-
mine, conditioned that such person will pay the costs of the
proceedings if the court so directs.

The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the
petition to be delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall
forthwith prepare, certify, and file in the court a full and accurate
transcript of the record in such proceedings, including the com-
plaint, the evidence, and the report and order. If before such
transcript is filed the Secretary amends or sets aside his report
or order, in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition
within such time as the court mmy determine, on notice to the
Secretary.

At any time after such transcript is filed the court, on applica-
tion of the Secretary, may issue a temporary injunction restraining,
to the extent it deems proper, the person and his officers, directors,
agents, and employees from violating any of the provisions of the
order pending the final determination of the appeal.

The evidence so taken or admitted, duly certified and filed as
aforesaid as a part of the record, shall be considered by the court
as the evidence in the case., The proceedings in such cases in
the circuit court of appeals shall be made a preferred cause and
shall be expedited in every way.

The court may affirm, modify, or set aside the order of the

If the court determines that the just and proper disposition of
the case requires the taking of additional evidence, the court shall
order the hearing to be reopened for the taking of such evidence,
in such manner and upon such terms and conditions as the court
may deem proper. The Becretary may modify his findings as to
the facts, or make new findings, by reason of the additional evi-
dence so taken, and he shall file such modified or new findings and
his recommendations, if any, for the modification or setting aside
of his order, with the return of such additional evidence.

If the circuit court of appeals confirms or modifies the order
of the Secretary, its decree shall operate as an injunction to
restrain the person and his officers, directors, agents, and employees
from violating the provisions of such order or such order as
modified,

Bec. 411. If any person against whom an order is issued under
section 409 fails to obey the order, the Secretary of Agriculture,
or the United States, by its Attorney General, may apply to the
circuit court of appeals of the United States, within the ecircuit
where tlie person against whom the order was issued resides or
has his principal place of business, for the enforcement of the
order, and shall certify and file with its application a full and
accurate transcript of the record in such proceedings, including
the complaint, the evidence, the report, and the order. Upon
such filing of the application and transeript the court shall cause
notice thereof to be served upon the person against whom the
order was issued. The evidence to be considered, the procedure
to be followed, and the juriediction of the court shall be the
same as provided in section 410 for applications to set aside or
modify orders.

The ngs in such cases shall be made a preferred cause
and shall be expedited in every way.

SEPARABILITY OF PROCEEDINGS

Bec. 412. The institution of any one of the proceedings provided
for in sections 405, 409, 410, and 411, or criminal prosecution
under section 406 shall not bar institution of any of the others.
However, nothing in this act shall be construed as requiring the
Becretary of Agriculture to recommend prosecution or institution
of libel proceedings, cease-and-desist proceedings or proceedings
for the enforcement of a cease-and-desist order, for minor vio-
lations of this act whenever he believes that the public interest
will be adequately served by suitable written notice or warning.

Bec. 413. (a) That in carrying on the work herein authorized,
the Becretary of Agriculture, or any officer or employee desig-
nated by him for such purpose, shall have power to hold hearings,
administer oaths, sign and issue subpenas, examine witnesses,
take depositions, and require the production of books, records,
accounts, memoranda, and papers, and have access to office and
warehouse premises. Upon refusal by any person to appear, testify,
or produce pertinent books, records, accounts, memoranda, and
papers in response to a subpena, or to permit access to premises,
the proper United States distrlet court shall have power to com-
pel obedience thereto.

(b) Witnesses summoned before the Secretary or any officer or
employee designated by him shall be paid the same fees and mile-
age that are pald witnesses in the courts of the United States,
and witnesses whose depositions are taken and the persons taking
the same shall severally be entitled to the same fees as are paid
for like service in the courts of the United States.

PUBLICATION

Sec. 414. After judgment by the court, or the issuance of a
cease-and-desist order, in any case arising under this act, notice
thereof shall be given by publication in such manner as may be
perscribed in the rules and regulations made and promulgated
under this act.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 415. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such
sums as may be necessary for administering this act.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 7

(b) Funds appropriated for carrying into effect the purpose of
this act shall be available for allotment by the Secretary of Agri-
culture to the bureaus and offices of the Department of Agricul-
ture and for transfer to other departments and agencies of the
Government which the Secretary of Agriculture may call upon to
assist or cooperate in carrying out such purposes or for services
rendered or to be rendered in connection therewith.

AUTHORIZATION FOR EXPENDITURES

SEC. 416. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make
such expenditures for rent outside of the District of Columbia,
printing, binding, telegrams, telephones, books of reference, pub-
lications, furniture, stationery, office and laboratory equipment,
travel, and other supplies, including reporting services, such re-

necessary to develop methods of processing, bulking, blend-
ing, sampling, testing, and merchandising seeds and such other
expenses ni to the administration of this act in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and elsewhere, and as may be appropriated for
by the Congress.
COOPERATION

Sec. 417. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to coop-
erate with any other department or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment; or with any State, Territory, District, or possession, or
department, agency, or political subdivision thereof; or with any
producing, trading, or consuming organization, whether operating
in cangt or more jurisdictions, in carrying out the provisions of
this act.

SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

Sec. 418. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof
to any person or circumstance, is held invalid, the remainder of
the act, and the application of such provisions to other persons
or circumstances, shall not be affected thereby.

Sec. 419. The Seed Importation Act, approved August 24, 1913,
as amended August 11, 1916, and as amended April 26, 1926 (7
U. 8. C,, 111-116, inclusive), is hereby repealed on the 180th day
after the passage of this act: Provided, however, That the notices
with respect to imported alfalfa and red clover seed promulgated
by the Secretary of Agriculture under the authority of the Seed
Importation Act, approved August 24, 1912, as amended (7 U. S.
C., 111-116, inclusive), and now in effect, shall remain with the
same full force and effect as if promulgated under this act.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 420. This act shall take effect as follows: As to agricul-
tural seeds, and the importation of vegetable seeds, on the 180th
day after its enactment; as to vegetable seeds in interstate com-
merce, 1 year after its enactment; and as to sections 401, 402, and
403, on the date of its enactment.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska (during the reading of the
bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the bill be dispensed with and that it be printed
in full in the Recorp, and that amendments may be offered
at any place in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the committee
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 3, line 25, strike out the ab-
breviation “spp.” and strike out the words “tenuis Sibth.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 4, line 2, after the word “beet”
insert the word “excluding.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 7, lines 7 and 8, strike out the words “of, or generally in.™

The amendment was agreed tfo.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 8, line 11, strike out the semi-
colon and add a comma.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 8, line 13, following the word “thistle” strike out the
comma and add a semicolon.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 8, line 13, following the semicolon, after the word
“dodder” add the words “Agropyron repens (L.) Beauv. quack-
grass: Sorghum halepense (L.) Pers. Johnson grass."

The committee amendment was agreed to.
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The Clerk read as follows:
Page 8, line 15, strike out the comma and insert a semicolon.

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 10, strike out lines 4 and 5.

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:
Page 10, line 6, strike out *“(17)" and insert “(16).”

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 10, line 10, strike out “(18)" and insert “(17)."

Page 10, line 14, strike out "(19)” and insert “(18)."”

Page 10, line 17, strike out “(20)” and insert “(19).”

Page 10, line 21, strike out “(21)” and insert *(20)."”

Page 11, line 1, strike out *(22)"” and insert “(21).”

Page 11, line 9, strike out “(23)" and insert *(22).”

Page 11, line 14, strike out "“(24)" and insert “(23)."

The committee amendments were agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 13, line 12, after “(C)" strike out the remainder of the
line and the word “and (D)" in line 13.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 14, line 10, strike out all of line I0.

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 14, line 11, strike out “(iv)" and insert “(iil).”

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 14, line 13, strike out “(v)” and insert “(iv).”

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:
Page 15, llne 15, strike out “seeds,” and insert "seeds”,

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 17, line 3, after the word “seeds”, strike out the remainder
of line 3 and all down to and including line 8, and insert: “pro-
duced by any farmer on his own premises and sold by him directly
to the consumer, provided such farmer is not engaged in the
business of selling seeds not produced by him.”

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoFFee of Nebraska to the committee
amendment: On page 17, line 11, after the word “him", strike out
the period, insert a comma and the words “Provided further,
That such seeds produced or sold by him are in compliance with
the seed laws of the State into which the seed is transported.”

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I feel that this
amendment should be accepted. It has been discussed fully
with the members of the committee, and with one exception
all have agreed to the amendment.

The amendment provides that a farmer shipping seed
across a State line must comply with the laws of the State
into which the seed is shipped; for instance, without this
amendment a farmer living outside a certain State might
sell substandard seed into that particular State and thus do
what the citizens of that State themselves could not do under
their State law. In other words, it is going to make the man
who is selling seed across a State line comply with the laws
of the State into which the seed is shipped. I may say in
passing that a very small percentage of the seed sold is sold
by farmers across State lines.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Would this bill prohibit
alfalfa growers who might happen to reside in Oklahoma
where our farmers grow as fine grade alfalfa as can be
found anywhere in the world, from shipping their seed across
the line into Texas, Arkansas, Kansas, or any other State?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I will say to the gentleman that
if your Oklahoma grower is not engaged in the business of
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selling seed not produced by him and sells his own seed
directly to the consumer in another State, he would be re-
quired under this amendment to comply with the seed law
of the State into which the seed is transported. If the
seed is not being sold directly from the grower to the con-
sumer and goes into interstate commerce, it must be labeled
in accordance with the provisions of this bill showing its
origin, germinaticn, and so forth. In that connection, I
want to say to my friend from Oklahoma that one of the
most flagrant abuses which this measure seeks to correct is
the misrepresentation of southern alfalfa seed which is not
adapted to the northern climate. The same practice pre-
vails in connection with certain northern seeds that are not
adapted to the South. There are no labeling requirements
under our present Federal seed law and as a consequence
some itinerant truckers and some unscrupulous dealers sell
vast quantities of southern unadapted alfalfa seed in North-
ern States which results in millions of dollars of loss to the
farmers who plant this seed that winter-kills. This bill is
designed to protect the seed buyer. It requires in the case
of alfalfa that the place of origin be stated on the label. If
the farmer knows where the seed was grown he knows
whether or not it is adapted to his climatic conditions. Cer-
tainly he is entitled to this protection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a further question?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I take it from the gentle-
man’s remarks then that it is not the purpose of this bill
to prevent the shipping of alfalfa seed from the South to
the North, but only make it certain that good seeds are
shipped.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. This measure will curb the
shipping of unadapted alfalfa seed from the South to the
North. It will also curb the sales in the South of northern-
grown unadapted seeds. I do not know how far north the
Oklahoma alfalfa seed would be adapted. If we put the
information on the label the legitimate seed dealer as well
as the farmer®will be protected. If the seed is adapted the
farmer will buy it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I may say to the gentle-
man from Nebraska that I have had a number of com-
plaints from well-known alfalfa growers in Oklahoma, who
specialize in growing very fine alfalfa seed, that Oklahoma
seeds have been discriminated against by other sections of
the country. Certainly I would not like to support a meas-
ure here to add more red tape and unreasonable restric-
tions, or a bill that might work a hardship on growers of
good seeds in my own State of Oklahoma.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, HINSHAW. Mr, Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment at
the desk. When will it be considered?

The CHAIRMAN. That will be taken up after the dis-
position of the committee amendments.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by the gentleman
provides that when a farmer sells direct, on his own farm,
for transportation anywhere else, that farmer must com-
ply with the law of the State into which the seed is
transported.

Answering my friend here who propounded a question
a while ago, if a farmer in South Dakota wished to sell
seed in the State of Maine he would have to discover what
the laws of the State of Maine were and comply with those
laws, even though the transaction took place on his farm
in South Dakota. To give the gentleman another illus=-
tration, even though a neighbor should come to this farmer
to see a horse, a cow, or an ox, and during the course of the
conversation they talked about seed corn, which, of course,
does not contain noxious weeds, and Bill says to Jim:
“Well, ship me some of that over into the State of Ohio,”
Bill living in Ohio and Jim in Illinois—that is an interstate
transaction. It has been held over and over again by our
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courts that the sale In one State of a commodity for ship-
ment into another State is an interstate transaction.

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska
differs from the amendment adopted by the committee.
The amendment adopted by the commitiee would allow a
farmer to sell on his own farm even though it went into
interstate shipment. I think that is as far as we ought
to go.

I did not intend to object to the bill, although I am not
inclined to be for it; but I think the committee amendment
is much better than the pending amendment for the reason
I have named. As stated by my friend from South Caro-
lina the fact is that such a case does not happen once in
10,000 times, where a man in one State buys seed from a
farmer on that other farmer’s farm in another State; but
when that does occur let the farmer who sells comply with
the law of the State where the transaction occurs.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield. .

Mr. CARLSON. I thoroughly agree with the gentle-
man’s viewpoint. There are numerous cases of farmers
living along State lines. These transactions should be
measured by the law of the State where the transaction
occurs, and not the law of some foreign State.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Does not the gentleman
feel that if a farmer from Minnesota goes across the line
into Towa and buys seed from a farmer in Iowa that the
transaction is completed in the State of Iowa?

Mr. GILCHRIST. We have a completed transaction in
the State of Iowa, but that does not answer the question
whether it is a Federal or non-Federal transaction. For
instance, the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. LEMKE],
can tell you about his famous North Dakota provision cover=-
ing the control of wheat. That was knocked out by the
Supreme Court, because just as soon as the yheat was sold
in North Dakota for shipment somewhere else it became an
interstate transaction. Just the other day the Supreme
Court held in a certain case practically the same thing.
The actual sale of a thing on my farm in Iowa for trans-
portation into a foreign State constitutes an interstate
transaction.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I do not think there is
any question about that. I believe the gentleman’s interpre-
tation is always good on this as well as many other subjects.

Mr. GILCHRIST. I thank the gentleman.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am very much in favor of the pending
amendment, and I can see no objection to it at all. I am
also deeply interested in this bill.

During the past year I have made an intense study of the
noxious-weed problem, and I was astonished, as well versed
as I was in it before I made the study, at the extent of the
spread of noxious weeds. They were being spread by seed
companies, by experimental stations, and by farmers selling
seed which contained noxious weeds. The loss every year
runs into millions of dollars and has become so great that
the Department of Agriculture is thoroughly aroused.

A former colleague of owrs from Idaho introduced a
weed-control hill in the Seventy-fourth and Seventy-fifth
Congresses, but we could never get any action by the De-
partment of Agriculture so that the bill could be brought
before the Congress for consideration. Within the last
3 or 4 weeks the Department of Agriculture has admitted
that these noxious weeds constitute a national problem.
That Department is now cooperating with us in bringing
a real noxious-weed bill into the Congress for consideration
at the next session, when we shall ask for early hearings.

The pending amendment, Mr. Chairman, permits the con-
trol of seeds that farmers ship across State lines. Why
should we not so provide? In Oregon we have been seeded
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down with white top, a noxious weed coming out of Idaho
and across the line into Oregon. If they are going to sell
seed from Idaho over in Oregon let them comply with the
Oregon law. Most of the Western States have pure-seed
laws now. This law is needed, however, for interstate ship-
ments. I think a farmer should have some leeway, as pro-
vided in this bill. However, the original bill was too broad,
but through the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. Correel, it is brought into proper shape, so
that it is practical and useful. The bill should be passed
with this amendment.

The fear of our friend and colleague, the gentleman from
Iowa, is simply drawn out of the blue. As has been stated,
it is one of those things that perhaps will never happen.
Farmers who have seed to sell are not numerous. How-
ever, if a farmer is going to ship seed from Idahe into
Oregon, or if a farmer in Oregon is going to ship seed into
Washington, he ought to know and can easily find out about
the seed laws of the State into which he is going to ship.

Let him comply with those laws. That is all there is to
this.

I am very much in favor of the amendment.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. I yield to the gentleman from
TIowa.

Mr. GILCHRIST. We are just simply discussing a condi-
tion where one farmer sells to another on a farmer’s farm.

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. Yes. And he should comply with
the law where the seed is going.

Mr. GILCHRIST. We are only dealing with one subject,
where one farmer sells another on a farmer’s farm, and the
farmer who sells is not engaged in business. That is all we
are talking about.

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. Yes.

Mr. GILCHRIST. There can be no harm in allowing the
farmer who is not engaged in the business to sell. When his
cousin comes over and says, “Let me have a bushel of this,”
and he sells it, and if it does not comply with the State law
then he goes to the penitentiary.

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. Let him comply with the law of
the State where the seed is going.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. I yield to the gentleman from
Nebraska.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. May I say to the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. GircurisT] the bill as it stands provides for
the farmer who sells directly to the consumer. It does not
mean he must sell on the farm. He can sell directly to the
consumer by going across the State line and delivering in the
other State.

Mr. GILCHRIST. It is an interstate transaction if he goes
into the other State.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee
amendment to the committee amendment offered by the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CoFrFEg].

The committee amendment to the commitiee amendment
was agreed to.

The committee amendment, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HinsHaw: Page 17, line 2, after the
word “Act” strike out the semicolon, the balance of line 2 and all
of lines 3 to 11, inclusive, and insert a perlod.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my amend-
ment is to make the act applicable to all alike. If we could
all realize how very important to our farmers is the control
of noxious weeds, I am sure you would wish to see that all
people who dispense seeds are treated equally and alike.

One can conceive of a tremendous complication to the
farmer engaged commercially in the seed business, so to
speak, selling some particular seed which he grows and ship-
ping that seed into three or four different States, in trying
to determine and carry out the laws of the several States
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into which he would ship the seed. My amendment does
not affect the farmer who sells seed to his neighbor in his
own State; it simply eliminates the exemption to the farm-
er who is in the seed-growing and selling business, growing
the seed himself and selling direct to the consumer in other
States, placing him on the same responsible basis as others
affected by this act.

On June 17, 1938, a conference was held called the West-
ern Weed Control Conference, at Denver, Colo. A number
of resolutions of very great importance were prepared,
offered, and adopted by that conference. They brought out
the fact, for example, that there was no way to control
noxious weeds on the Indian reservations at the present
time or in the United States forest lands and national
parks, and that the situation in those places could get out
of hand very easily.

I commend the committee for bringing this bill to the
House. It seems to be a good one. I hope my amendment
will be adopted to make the act uniform for all people who
are dispensing seeds. [Applause.]

In this connection I want to present a letter from the De-
partment of Agriculture of my State and certain of the
resolutions that I have referred to, as follows:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,

o Cany: HSaraw. Sacramento, May 19, 1939.

Congressional Representative,
Eleventh California District,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear ConNGrEssMaN HinsHaw: I know you are fully aware of the
significance of sound weed control as an ald to agriculture. Last
year, for the first time, the Western States got together for the
purpose of discussing and correlating their weed-control problems.
At that conference a number of resolutions were adopted, copies
of which I am enclosing. The subject matter of these resolu-
tions was significant in the discussions, and it was intended that
these resolutions be forwarded to you for your consideration in
connection with any legislation which might come before the
Congress pertaining to weed control, seed inspection, and basic
research work in the weed-control field. In the case of the
latter there have been requests for a correlation of fundamental
fact finding and research In weed-control practices within the
United States Department of Agriculture for a good many years.
We recall that the Western Plant Quarantine Board on a number
of occasions brought this matter to the attention of the Federal
agencies which were engaged in the different phases of weed-
control investigation, but which were not then thoroughly cor-
relating them with other Federal patronage. There has been a
beginning toward this correlation, but much more is necessary.

We are hopeful that you will recognize that real progress is
being made in weed suppression generally in the West, and that
any assistance which can be given by the Congress in supporting
this work will be helpful.

The second of the western weed-control conferences will be
held in California within a few weeks, and I am sure that those
in attendance will be interested in any comments that you may
have relative to the present status of weed and seed legislntion.

Very sincerely, ‘W. C. JACOBSEN,

Assistant to the Director.

Resolution No. 3
NOXIOUS WEEDS ON INDIAN LANDS

(Adopted at Western Weed Control Conference, Denver, Colo.,
June 17, 1938)

Whereas there are several Indian reservations in the territory
served by the Western States Noxious Weed Committee; and

Whereas there is no way in which State laws seeking to eradi-
cate and control noxious weeds through taxation can affect Indian
land without an act of Congress; and

‘Whereas noxious-weed control must, of necessity, be applied to
all lands within the weed-infested district uniformly: Therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the noxious weed committee, in conference
assembled, at Denver, Colo., June 16 and 17, 1938, recommend
that eradication work be financed by the Federal Government on
all Indian lands, the title to which rests in itself, to its propor-
tionate share, either by the employment of C. C. C. labor or a
direct contribution to the agencies directing the control activities
in those districts in which the Indian land lies.

Resolution No. 4
FEDERAL RESERVES, NATIONAL FORESTS AND PARKS
(Adopted at Western Weed Control Conference, Denver, Colo.,
June 17, 1938)
Whereas there are vast areas of federally owned land in the ter-
ritory represented by the Western Weed Control Conference; and
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Whereas there is no way in which State laws seeking to eradicate
and control noxious weeds through taxation can affect Federal
reserves, national forests, national parks, or other Government-
owned lands without an act of Congress; and

Whereas infestations of noxious weeds occur on sald Federal
lands and persist as a menace to surrounding lands; and

Whereas noxious-weed control must be applied to all lands
within a weed-infested district uniformly: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Western Weed Control Conference, in con-
vention assembled, at Denver, Colo., June 16 and 17, 1938, recom-
mend that eradication work be financed by the Federal Govern-
ment on all Federal reserves, national forests, national parks and
other Government-owned land, the title to which rests in itself,
to its proportionate share, either by the employment of C. C. C.
labor or a direct contribution to the agencies directing the control
1alcislvnit.les in those districts in which the Government-owned lands

e.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this matter of farmer exemption was very
thoroughly discussed in the committee. No part of this bill
received more careful or thorough consideration than that
question. The committee did not want to impose any hard-
ship upon a farmer who might incidentally sell seed to his
neighbor when the neighbor happened to live just across a
State line. On the other hand, the committee felt that the
bill would not be complete and effective unless there was
some provision in it that would prevent commercial seed
growers who might produce their own seed from selling seed
in ;folation of the laws of the States in which the seeds were
sol

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. HINSHAW. Does the gentleman believe it is any more
difficult for a man to carry out the laws of the State in which
the seed is sold, if it is another State than his own, than it
would be to comply with the provisions of the act itself?

Mr. HOPE. In one case it might be easier, and in another
case it might be more difficult.

Mr., HINSHAW. I mean particularly where he has to
comply with the laws of perhaps three or four States. Under
my amendment he has to comply only with the Federal
statute.

Mr. HOPE. I do not believe the situation the gentleman
mentions would arise. The man we want to protect under
this amendment is the farmer who is simply selling seeds to
his neighbor. There is no reason why he should keep records
as provided in this bill. There is no reason why he should
label his seeds as provided in this bill, because the neighbor
who buys them is perfectly aware of the kind of crops his
farmer neighbor is growing and is perfectly aware of whether
or not that farm is infected with noxious weeds.

Consequently, there does not exist the necessity for pro-
tection that would exist where he is buying seeds from a dealer
or from someone who is hundreds of miles away. There-
fore, this amendment offered by the committee seemed to be
a good compromise which would at the same time protect
the farmer who is selling seeds and the farmer who is buy-
ing seeds, and that is what the commitiee wanted to do.

If you adopt the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California you will be forcing Farmer A, who lives across
the State line in Oklahoma and sells a load of seed wheat
to his neighbor in Kansas, not only to label that seed and

‘go to all that expense, but to keep records and make reports

regularly and comply with all the other rules and regula-
tions the Department enforcing this law may require. There
is no necessity for that. Under the committee amendment,
the farmer who is making the selling of seed a business will
have to comply with the laws of the States in which he is

selling seeds, and that, it seems to me, offers ample pro-.

tection to the farmer who is buying seeds.

Mr., COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Does the gentleman feel that
the adoption of this amendment as offered by the gentleman
from California would jeopardize the passage of the bill, in
view of the discussion we had in our committee?
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Mr. HOPE. T believe it would. As I said in the beginning,
the committee discussed this matter at great length and the
provisions which have been agreed upon represent a com-
promise among the members of the committee, among whom
there were very divergent views. I believe it is the best pos-
sible compromise and solution of the matter. I feel it will
not in any way weaken the law. I think it will protect the
farmer who buys seeds and at the same time will protect the
farmer who happens to be selling seeds incidentally on his
own place from the annoyance, trouble, and the expense to
which he would have to go if he had to comply literally and
strictly with the law.

Mr. Chairman, I hope, the amendment will not be adopted.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will take only a minute instead of the 5
minutes. As one of the few dirt farmers in this House, I
believe it would be ridiculous to put on the necks of thousands
of farmers in this Nation the chance of having clamped onto
them a $2,000 penalty just because they made a mistake,
perhaps, in dealing with their cousins or fathers or brothers
across State lines in a small sale of seed, not knowing that
they were violating thereby a Federal statute.

I hope this amendment will be defeated. I think we have
gone far enough in hamstringing the farmers of the Nation
today. I did not object to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Nebrasks [Mr. Correel. I feel it was fair.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. No; I will not yield.

I repeat, I did not object to that particular amendment.
As a farmer, I am willing to go halfway; but here in this
bill, if you take this exemption for the farmers out of the bill,
you are simply voting to put each and every farmer living
along a State line in the United States of America under the
cloud of perhaps having to pay a $2,000 fine, when very darn
few of them could even raise $500—and just because of a
Federal statute they knew nothing about.

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. In just a minute.

At the same time I wonder why a penalty of $2,000 should
be assessed under this bill when in the bill we considered for
3 hours this afternoon in connection with cotton there is a
penalty of only $500. Should we be more lenient with the
cotton speculators in the South than with the farmers of the
United States of America? [Applause.]

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Certainly, I will yield.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. The gentleman realizes that
the penalty is not to exceed $2,000.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The $2,000, however, is in the
bill just the same as the $200 a month the other day was in
the Townsend bill.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Absolutely.

Mr, HOPE. Does not the gentleman feel that if we adopt
the amendment offered by the gentleman from California
[Mr. Hiwsaaw] it will do what a great many seed dealers

want to do, and that is to prevent farmers from selling any

seeds on the farms.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. It will do more than that, Mr,
HopE, it will defeat this bill, if this amendment prevails.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. HinsgAW].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the committee
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: On page 18, line 15, strike out “and
live;” and in line 20, strike out “and live.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.
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The Clerk read as follows:
Page 20, line 25, strike out *“cow peas” and insert “cowpeas.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 22, line 1, strike out “which shall not be” and insert “not.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 33, line 6, strike out “district court of the United States™
and insert “circuit court of appeals.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 37, line 6, strike out “That in* and Insert “In

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 39, line 3, strike out “and such other expenses”, and in
line 4, after the word “act”, insert “and other necessary expenses.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 30, line 22, strike out the word “seed” and insert after
the word “Importation”, “of adulterated seeds.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 40, line 4, strike out the word “seed” and insert after the
word “importation”, “of adulterated seeds.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to return to page 7, line 7, and vacate the pro-
ceedings by which a previous amendment that was offered
was agreed to, and to offer one in lieu thereof.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Corree of Nebraska: On page 7, line
T, after the word “regulations”, strike out the words “of or gen-
erally in” and insert the word “of.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I move that
the Committee do now rise and report the bill back to the
House with sundry amendments, with the recommendations
that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill, as
amended, do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Leavy, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that that Committee, having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 5625) to regulate interstate and foreign commerce
in seeds; to require labeling, and to prevent misrepresenta-
tion of seeds in interstate commerce; to require certain
standards with respect to certain imported seeds; and for
other purposes, had directed him to report the same back
to the House with sundry amendments, with the recom-
mendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the
bill, as amended, do pass.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre-
vious question on the bill and amendments to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put them en grosse.
The question is on agreeing to the amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and
read a third time, was read a third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider laid on the table.

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT, 1921
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Commit-

tee on Agriculture, I call up the bill H. R. 4998, to amend the
Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, and ask unanimous
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consent that it be considered in the House as in Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The genfleman from Mississippi calls up
the bill H. R. 4998, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That subsections (a) and (b) of section 310
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, are hereby amended so
as to read as follows:

“(a) May determine and prescribe what will be the just and
reasonable rate or charge, or rates or charges, to be thereafter in
such case observed as both the maximum and minimum to be
charged, and what regulation or practice is or will be just, reason-
able, and nondiscriminatory to be thereafter followed; and

“(b) May make an order that such owner or operator (1) shall
cease and desist from such violation to the extent to which the
Secretary finds that it does or will exist; (2) shall not thereafter
publish, demand, or collect any rate or charge for the furnishing
of stockyard services more or less than the rate or charge so pre-
scribed; and (3) shall conform to and observe the regulation or
practice so prescribed.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi asks
unanimous consent that the bill be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection. _

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider laid on the table.

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with further proceedings under Calendar
Wednesday.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1940

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 5610, making
appropriations for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities, chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1940, and for other purposes, with Senate
amendments thereto, disagree to the Senate amendments,
and ask for a conference with the Senate, and that the
Speaker name the conferees on the part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill
H. R. 5610, the District of Columbia appropriation bill, with
Senate amendments thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and ask for a conference? Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Chair appointed the following conferees on the part
of the House: Mr, CoLrIins, Mr. Casey of Massachusetts, Mr.
ManoN, Mr, STeEFAN, and Mr. CaseE of South Dakota.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks upon one phase of the pending social-
security bill and to insert in the REcorDp a very compre-
hensive letter from an insurance man from my State.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks on the life, character, and public record
of the late Representative Allard H. Gasque.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein an editorial which recently appeared in the Boston
Post.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to
include a brief article by one of my constituents.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the REecorp at this
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point and to include a brief amendment which I intend to
offer to the social-security bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, the House will
have under consideration again tomorrow the Social Se-
curity Act and bill H. R. 6635, which makes amendments to
that act.

I shall offer two amendments to that bill. The first of
these will be offered in line 20 of page 2, after the word
“assistance.” At that point is found a provision regarding
the method to be employed by State agencies in determin-
ing need. My amendment will add the following language:

And (the State agency shall) consider reasonable proof that the
annual income of any such person (claiming old-age assistance) is
less than $360 as prima facie evidence of need.

The purpose of this amendment is obvious. It is to get
away, to some degree at least, from the present system,
in effect in every State so far as I know, whereby it is nec-
essary for a person to practically prove himself a pauper in
order to qualify for any assistance at all. Under this
amendment, for example, a county could not require an
aged person to sign away title to his little home in order
to qualify for a few dollars a month assistance.

The second amendment which I shall offer will come on
page 97, after line 5. This amendment will insert a new
section—section 704—in the bill to read as follows:

Title X of the Social Security Act, as amended, Is amended by
inserting after the word “blind”, wherever it cccurs in such title,
the following: “or persons physically disabled to such a degree
as to be unable to engage in a gainful occupation.”

The principle contained in this amendment is, I think,
plain. Why should we provide social security for one type
of disability only and not for others which, though perhaps
less dramatic, may render an individual quite as helpless as
though he were blind? This, however, is what we are doing
now. My amendment seeks to correct that situation.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
certain letters and telegrams received by me and referred
to in my remarks today.

The, SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no cobjection.

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the ReEcorp on the national old-age
pension plan.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks made in the House today and to
include therein a letter from the Department of Agriculture
of the State of California and sundry resolutions passed by
the Western Wheat Control Conference at Denver, Colo.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, under special order I was
granted permission to address the House for 30 minutes today.
Because of the lateness of the hour I ask unanimous consent
that that permission be transferred to Monday, June 12,
after the conclusion of the legislative business and the special
orders heretofore made.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr, Speaker, after conclusion
of the legislative business and any special orders heretofore
made, I ask unanimous consent to address the House on Mon-
day next for 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks and include therein a news-
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paper interview with Gordon Selfridge at London, in which he
makes comparison of British faxation with American
taxation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks and include an article in today’s
Daily News by Raymond Clapper.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend the remarks I made today on the bill H. R. 57.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Under special order of the House hereto-
fore made, the gentleman from New York [(Mr. KeocH] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

HOME OWNERS' LOAN CORPORATION

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I
have today introduced a resolution for the creation of a select
committee. Section 2 of that resolution provides as follows:

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the committee to make a thorough
study and investigation of the Home Owners' Loan Corporation
(hereinafter called the Corporation) with particular reference to (a)
the status of all bonds and mortgages, real estate, and other securi-
ties, or property owned or held by or for the Corporation; (b) the
existence of sources for the disposition, by sale or otherwise, of said
bonds and mortgages, real estate, and other securities, or property
owned or held by or for the Corporation; (¢) the methods and pro-
cedure most advisable, practical, and feasible to effect a ligquldation
and disposition of the bonds and mortgages, real estate, and other
securities or property owned or held by or for the Corporation; and
{d) to make recommendations to the House of Representatives with

respect to legislation upon the foregoing subjects and for the carry-
ing out of the findings and conclusions of the committee hereby
created.

The committee shall report to the House of Representatives, on or
before February 1, 1940, the results of its study and investigation,
together with such recommendations as it deems advisable.

I have asked for this opportunity to discuss my views with
reference to the subject matter of this resolution and I appre-
ciate being granted the privilege of addressing the House.

I trust that I need not dwell too long upon the fact that by
the introduction of this resclution it was not, and is nof now,
my intention to attempt to discredit the H. O. L. C., its officers,
or employees, nor to belittle the beneficial accomplishments of
the vast program of that instrumentality of the Congress.
The written record of those accomplishments would be the
most effective answer to any such attempt. The strengthening
of the morale of the people whose homes were thus saved can-
not be measured and the benefits that flowed therefrom can-
not be overstated. For anyone to attempt to criticize that act
or its general administration would indeed be inappropriate,
and I have no such idea.

I am motivated in submitting this proposal to the House at
this time by a keen desire to bring before the House what
appear to me to be facts warranting present action.

The refinancing operations of the H. O. L. C. ceased on
June 12, 1936. The present principal operations of the Cor-
poration are the collection and servicing of its outstanding
loans and the management and sale of its acquired prop-
erties. In the Sixth Annual Report of the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board, for the year ending June 30, 1938, the
Corporation stated:

Its objective is to conclude its operations, if possible, without

loss to the Federal Government and the taxpayer, and to assist as
many borrowers as possible to preserve and ultimately own their

homes free and clear of debt.

With that objective, I am in accord and were I to state
the objectives of my proposal, I might very well adopt the
foregoing, in the same words.

The ultimate responsibility for the termination of any
instrumentality of Government rests with the legislative
branch and, with respect to this particular instrumentality,
I submit that we should now begin an inquiry into the ways
and means by which that may best be accomplished. It is
conceded, I think, that we shall have to do it sometime.
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Appreciating the vastness of the problem, I believe such an
inguiry is desirable if we are intelligently, rationally, and
unemotionally to deal with this subject. Not with fanfare
or ulterior or political motives but in a methodical and con-
structive manner should the problem be met.

It must be acknowledged that the administration of the
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation Act has resulted in many
improvements in the methods of home financing. The
Corporation’s use of the “direct reduction” type of mortgage
has generally resulted in wider use of these long-term
amortization mortgages. This form of mortgage, obviously,
saves the home owner the expense of refinancing after a
short term or of paying fees or premiums for extension of
the principal secured by the mortgage. The application of
the appraisal practices of the Corporation has had beneficial
effects on the real-estate market throughout the country.
The Corporation has undoubtedly focused attention upon the
primary importance of the appraisal in the field of home
ownership financing.

Its Federal home-building-service plan, placed in opera-
tion by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, has rendered
fine service in coordinating the activities of home-financing
agencies, architects, materials dealers, manufacturers, and
building-trades contractors.

The greatest source of criticism that may properly be lev-
eled at the Corporation has been the suffering of tax arrears.
The Corporation stated in its sixth annual report, 1938,
that 40 percent of the borrowers were delinquent in taxes for
one or more of the years 1933 to 1937. One of the principal
criticisms against the old mortgage companies was the credit-
ing of payments to interest, that is, “income a/c,” out of which
salaries, and so forth, were paid, rather than first discharging
the prior liens of unpaid taxes. I am informed, however, that
the Corporation has definitely and successfully turned to the
solution of the tax problem.

The securities of the Corporation may be classified into,
first, the mortgage loans outstanding, and, second, the prop=
erty owned or in process of ownership. According to the
Corporation’s statement of June 30, 1938, the mortgage loans,
advances, and sales instruments had a face value of $2,265,-
000,000. Its property was worth approximately $500,000,000.
In addition to these assets, the Corporation owns the entire
capital of the Federal Savings & Loan Insurance Corpora-
tion of $100,000,000 and has over $200,000,000 invested in
savings and loans associations, both State and Federal.

The Corporation reports that there have been demands for
far-reaching changes in its loan terms, most of which de-
mands have led to the introduction of various resolutions
and legislative proposals now pending before the House. The
prinecipal demands are: First, to lower the interest rate; sec-
ond, to extend the amortization period; and, third, to intro-
duce a moratorium on principal payments. The Corpora-
tion maintains that its terms are more liberal than generally
ever before available, and, further, that it was not the inten-
tion to grant to the Corporation's borrowers outright Govern-
ment subsidies. It was planned that the Corporation should
be self-liquidating and that the loans were to be repaid with
interest sufficient to cover the rate paid by the Corporation
on its bonds. The present rate of interest on the Corpora-
tion’s mortgages is 5 percent. A recent refinancing operation
by the Corporation reduced the interest rate on its out-
standing bonds to approximately 1%; percent.

Each year from the beginning of its operations the Cor-
poration has shown a deficit, which reached approximately
$40,000,000 at the end of the fiscal year 1938. It is indis-
putable that a reduction of the rate of interest would neces-
sarily increase the deficit unless the other income of the
Corporation were greatly increased. The accruing deficits
are further contributions by the Government to the program
of the saving of the homes refinanced.

Much has and will be said on both sides with respect to
the legislation pending before the Congress for liberaliza-
tion of terms and policies of the Corporation. It is not to
be denied that the mortgagors and, particularly, the de-
linquent mortgagors of the Corporation have been the sub-
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jeets of strenuous organizing efforts on the part of certain
groups. The motives of those groups are not here ques-
tioned. It is quite apparent that such mortgagors will readily
and more easily be influenced by the hopes and aims of
those groups, One such group, I am informed, abandoned
its activities after investigation by the postal authorities.
The head of another group was one of the leading figures
in an attempted taxpayers’ strike in New York, a few years
ago. I, with a number of my colleagues, have sincerely
sought a solution of the problem, have sought to procure
fair and adequate relief for the mortgagors who have not
necessarily suffered a permanent reduction in income or a
permanent change in status. We, as the mortgagors, I am
sure, have been ever mindful of the fact that a modification
of the existing contracts would result in an enormous ex-
pense and a considerable amount of work and there might
be some question as to an invasion of the equity due to
those who have been fortunate enough to maintain their
loans on a current basis. If, however, there are presently
in existence, methods or means by which these ends may be
accomplished, without further expense to the taxpayers of
the country, as such, the mortgagors or the Corporation,
the time to begin to do that is now. I am fully conscious of,
and appreciate the manifold complexities of this problem
and my appreciation and consciousness have led me to the
course which I am suggesting we take. If the Corporation
can, without greater loss or operating deficits, be liquidated,
that should be done.

In my discussion of this matter or in any suggestions
that I might make, I do not intend to circumvent the pre-
rogatives of the House nor to limit the scope of the inquiry,
should it be authorized. I mean merely to state briefly
some of the methods which I think might be studied in an
effort to obtain our objectives.

In June 1938 the number of accounts in arrears 3 months
or over amounted only to less than 10 percent of the total
maturities and those 1 to 3 months less than 1 percent of the
total maturities. It is stated by the Corporation, however,
that nearly 50 percent of all borrowers in default are liqui-
dating their arrearages by systematic payments, which means
they are making regular payments for the liquidation of their
arrears in addition to their current monthly remittances.
The chairman of the board has stated that, as of December
31, 1938 (Appendix of the REcorp, 76th Cong., p. 2398), about
90 cents of every dollar due has been paid to date. He has
been credited with saying some time ago that in about 42
States the Corporation had eliminated all the willful delin-
quents and those whose status had suffered permanent
change. Further, he said—supra:

Only a minority of foreclosed H. O, L. C. borrowers lost out
through a sheer inability to pay.

Under the provisions of the act of 1933 the Secretary of
the Treasury was authorized, within certain limits, to make
investments in Federal and State chartered savings and loan
associations which are members of the Federal home-loan
bank system. The total of those investments, at the end of
the fiscal year 1938, was almost $212,000,000.

I have always been of the opinion that the provisions for
the revitalizing of these savings and loans associations were
intended to provide an outlet for the liquidation of the bonds
and mortgages of the Corporation., The results, however,
have been that those savings and loans associations are for
the most part soliciting the bonds secured by mortgages upon
newly constructed dwellings, which mortgages are in turn
insured by the Federal Housing Administration.

I am further informed that as a result of competition
among lending institutions seeking approved Federal Housing
Administration mortgage investments, that interest rates on
those mortgages have been reduced in many cases to 4%
percent and in some instances 4 percent.

We have heard much of late with reference to idle capital
and its inability to find profitable forms of investment. I am
informed that a Newark, N. J., bank announced that it will
no longer pay any interest on savings deposits. We who are
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imbued with an abiding faith in the future of our country
know that there has been, and is now, no form of security
more attractive than first mortgages on homes in America.
That that is so is high tribute to the spirit and industry of
the American home owner. We might well query the possi-
bility and advisability of extending to the present mortgage
Joars held by the Corporation the insurance features of the
Federal Housing Administration and inguire into the availa-
bility of sufficient funds among savings banks, insurance com-
panies, and individuals to purchase those securities from the
Corporation. Adequate safeguards might well be placed upon
the terms of such sale, safeguards founded upon the experi-
ence of the Corporation and which would protect the bor-
rowers as far as possible.

The constructive legislation enacted by the Congress during
the past few years, including the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and the
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, will most
certainly prevent a recurrence of the break-down of private
gg]me—ﬁnancing institutions and to any former abuses in such

d.

The effects of such procedure will be (1) a reduction of the
present interest rate to that of the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration insured mortgages, namely, 4 to 41 percent; (2) a
more personalized servicing of these mortgages by local insti-
tutions; (3) the further modification of the mortgages by way
of extension of the amortization period; (4) the elimination of
the conflicts between the amortization periods of the present
mortgages of the Corporation and those now being insured by
the Federal Housing Administration.

These are the aims of the pending resolutions and legis-
lation now before the House that will be of benefit to the
home owners. The transferring of these securities would
relieve the Government of suffering further loss as a result
of the foregoing modifications and would result in a steady-
ing of the real-estate market and a considerable decrease in
the number of foreclosures with which we are now faced.

In a like manner, we owe it to ourselves to know or begin
to know how and in what manner the real estate and other
properties acquired by the Corporation may most quickly
and profitably be disposed of. At the rate of deficit for
1938, it would not take but 10 years that the accumulated
deficit of the Corporation would exceed the present value of
the properties acquired. Appreciating that it is not the pol-
icy of the Corporation to dump on the market at sacrifice
prices the acquired properties, it would seem to be question-
able business practice to hold those properties if they might
otherwise be disposed of and any necessary loss taken now.

Of the available income-producing properties owned by
the Corporation, it was reported in a national statement
issued by the Corporation cn December 31, 1938, that 88
percent were rented and that 98.8 percent of the tenants
were either current or less than 1 month in arrears in rent.

I submit that a proper, intelligent, and efficient inquiry
along the lines I have suggested will undoubtedly lead to
legislation designed to accomplish the following:

First. The immediate freeing of upwards of $2,000,000,000
of private capital now lying idle in banks, insurance com-
panies, and so forth.

Second. The return of home financing to its appropriate
field, to wit, private and local institutions.

Third. The termination of a purely emergency instru-
mentality of Government and the withdrawal of the Gov-
ernment from the fields of mortgage servicing and “land-
lord,” the latter with all its unpopular connotations.

Fourth. The accruing benefits flowing to home owners
and borrowers in lowered interest rates resulting from the
transfer of their mortgages in a favorable “sellers” market.

Fifth. The rendering possible of more “personalized” serv-
icing of the mortgages through local institutions which
would have a more friendly attitude, with the retention of
adequate safeguards for the protection of the borrowers.

Sixth. Increasing activity in the local real-estate markets
resulting from the revaluation of the properties of the Cor=-
poration.
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We can and should make this inquiry in order that this
emergency instrumentality of the Government, having ac-
complished its purpose, will be terminated with the heart-
felt appreciation of this body and those whose homes were
saved through it. [Applause.]

Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. KEOGH. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. I want to congratulate my
colleague for the very clear manner in which he has presented
this very involved subject. I wonder if I might make this
suggestion to the gentleman: After many years in the real-
estate business, I have some knowledege of those problems. I
think if the gentleman would invite the real-estate boards of
the country and the varicus presidents of savings banks to
sit around the table, he would be doing a great deal toward
solving this problem. I think there is a great deal of merit
in the gentleman’s proposal. I want to say now that I wiil
be delighted to cooperate with the gentleman in this plan.

Mr. KEOGH. I appreciate the gentleman’s very kind offer
of cooperation and I trust I may have the same degree of it
from all Members of the House on hoth sides.

Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. I am sure you will.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Gavagan). The time of
the gentleman from New York [Mr, KeocH] has expired.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.

Bovxin, indefinitely, on account of death of his mother.
BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, g bill of the House of the follow-
ing title:

H.R.5765. An act to authorize commissioning aviation
cadets in the Naval and Marine Corps Reserves upon comple-
tion of training, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 14
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, June 8, 1939, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization at 10:30 a. m. Thursday, June 8, on H. R.
3029 (StarNEs of Alabama).

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs (executive session) in the committee rooms, Capitol,
at 10 a. m. Monday, June 12, 1939, for the consideration of
House Joint Resolution 306, Neutrality Act of 1939,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

On Monday, June 12, 1939, beginning at 10 a. m., there will
be continued a public hearing before the Committee on the
Judiciary on the bill (H. R. 6369) to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy through-
out the United States,” approved July 1, 1898, and acts
amendatory thereof and supplemental thereto; to create a
Railroad Reorganization Court; and for other purpcses.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will
hold public hearings in room 219, House Office Building,
at 10 a. m., on the bills and dates listed below:

On Tuesday, June 13, 1939, on H. R. 1011, drydock facilities
for San Francisco (WeLcH); H. R. 2870, drydock facilities
for Los Angeles (TroMas F. Forp); H, R. 3040, drydock
facilities for Los Angeles (GEver of California); and H, R.
5787, drydock facilities for Seattle, Wash. (MacNUsON).

The hearing originally scheduled by the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries for Thursday, June 8, 1939,
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on H. R. 6042, requiring numbers on undocumented vessels
(KraMmer), and H. R. 5837, alien owners and officers of ves-
sels (KraMEeR), has been postponed until Tuesday, June 13,
and will come up on the same list as those bills named directly
above,

On Thursday, June 15, 1939, on House Joint Resolution 194,
investigate conditions pertaining to lascar seamen (SIrRoVICH),

On Friday, June 16, 1939, on H. R. 5611, district com-
manders’ bill (U. 8. Coast Guard).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

826. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting an estimate of appropriation of the
General Anthony Wayne Memorial Commission amounting
to $2,500, fiscal year 1938, to remain available until June 30,
1940 (H. Doc. No. 311) ; to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

827. A communication frcm the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations
required by the agencies concerned to carry into effect the
provisions of Executive Order No. 7916, for the fiscal year
1940, amounting to $657,366 (H. Doc. No. 310); to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

828. A letter from the Acting Chairman, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the draft of a pro-
posed bill to authorize the purchase of land, buildings,
antenna systems, and appurtenances for use as a radio
monitoring station; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

829. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated May 25, 1939, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers and illustrations, on a preliminary exam-
ination and survey of lower Colorado River, Tex., authorized
by the Flood Control Act, approved June 22, 1936, and the
River and Harbor Act, approved August 26, 1937 (H. Doc.
No. 312); to the Committee on Flood Control, and ordered
to be printed, with three illustrations.

830. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated May 25, 1939, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and an illustration, on a preliminary
examination and survey of channel from Manteo via Broad
Creek to Oregon Inlet, N. C., authorized by the River and
Harbor Act approved June 20, 1938 (H. Doc. No. 313): to
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be
printed, with an illustration.

831. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated May 25, 1939, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and illustrations, on reexamination of
Lavaca and Navidad Rivers, Tex., requested by resolution
of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Repre-
sentatives, adopted October 27, 1938 (H. Doc. No. 314); to
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be
printed, with two illustrations.

832. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated May 25, 1939, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and illustrations, cn a preliminary
examination and survey of Concho River, Tex., authorized
by the River and Harbor Act approved August 26, 1937
(H. Doc. No. 315) ; to the Committee on Flood Control and
ordered to be printed, with two illustrations.

833. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated May 25, 1939, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and an illustration, on a preliminary
examination and survey of channel from Pamlico Sound to
Avon, N. C., authorized by the River and Harbor Act ap-
proved June 20, 1938 (H. Doc. No. 316); to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with an
illustration.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 217. Resolution providing for the consideration
of H. R. 960, a bill extending the classified executive civil
service of the United States; without amendment (Rept.
No. 783). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOYKIN: Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. H. R. 6273. A bill to amend certain sections of the
Motor Boat Act of June 9, 1910, the act of Congress ap-
proved June 7, 1897, the act of Congress approved Febru-
ary 8, 1895, and section 4412 of the Revised Statutes, with
respect to boats equipped with detachable motors and other
motorboats; with amendment (Rept. No. 784). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. BLAND: Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. H. R. 6442, A bill to amend an act entitled “An act
to authorize the establishment of a permanent instruction
staff at the United States Coast Guard Academy,” approved
April 16, 1937; without amendment (Rept. No. 785). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. RANDOLPH: Committee on the District of Columbia.
H. R. 3950. A bill to amend paragraphs (b), (¢), and (d)
of section 6 of the District of Columbia Traffic Act, 1925,
as amended by the acts of July 3, 1926, and February 27, 1921,
and for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 794).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. RANDOLPH: Committee on the District of Columbia.
H. R. 5660. A bill to include Lafayette Park within the
provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the height,
exterior design, and construction of private and semipublic
buildings in certain areas of the National Capital,” approved
May 16, 1930; without amendment (Rept. No. 795). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. RANDOLPH: Committee on the District of Columbia.
H. R. 6509. A bill to provide for insanity proceedings in
the District of Columbia; without amendment (Rept. No.
796). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. THOMASON: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 504.
An act to provide a right-of-way; with amendment (Rept.
No. 797). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 8. 2096. An
act to amend section 4a of the act entitled “An act for mak-
ing further and more effectual provision for the national
defense, and for other purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as
amended; with amendment (Rept. No. 798). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

Mr. WHITTINGTON: Committee on Fiood Control. H. R.
6634. A bill amending previous flood-control acts, and au-
thorizing certain preliminary examinations and surveys for
flood control, and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 799). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. KELLER: Committee on the Library. H. R. 6528.
A bill to provide for the creation of the George Rogers
Clark National Memorial, in the State of Indiana, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 800). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. ERAMER: Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation. H. R. 3094. A bill for the relief of Luise Ehrenfeld;
with amendment (Rept. No. 786). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. H. R. 3277. A bill for the relief of Egon Karl Freiherr
von Mauchenheim and Margarete von Maucheaheim; with
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amendment (Rept. No. 787). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mrs. O'DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. H. R. 3732. A bill for the relief of Rosalia Cataudella
Di Rosa and son, Georgio Di Rosa; with amendment (Rept.
No. 788). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mrs. O'DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. H. R. 5156, A bill for the relief of Adolph Ernest
Helms; with amendment (Rept. No. 789). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. H. R. 5827. A bill to authorize the cancelation of
deportation proceedings in the case of John L. Harder and
children, Paul William Harder, Irvin W. Harder, Edna Jus-
tina Harder, Elsie Anna Harder, and Elizabeth Harder;
without amendment (Rept. No. 790). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House,

Mrs. O'DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. H. R. 6034. A bill for the relief of Mira Friedberg
(Mira Dworecka) ; without amendment (Rept. No. 791). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. KRAMER: Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation. H. R. 6435. A bhill to authorize cancelation of de-
portation in the case of Louise Wohl; without amendment
(Rept. No. 792). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mrs. O'DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. H. R. 5925. A bill for the relief of Spiridon or Spiros
Noutsopulos; with amendment (Rept. No. 793). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXIT, the Committee on Claims was
discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 6647)
for the relief of Earl A. Ross, Frank P. Ross, and Lemuel T.
Root, Jr., and the ‘same was referred to the Committee on
the Public Lands.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resclutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. HARNESS:

H.R.6713. A bill to authorize a preliminary examination
and survey of the Mississinewa River and its tributaries in
the State of Indiana, from Matters Park to Conners Mill,
in Grant County, for flood control, for run-off and water-
flow retardation, and for soil-erosion prevention; to the
Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr, BURDICK:

H.R.6714. A bill providing for the final discharge of Fed-
eral supervision over certain individual Indians, providing
for final settlement of Indian claims, determination of heirs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

H.R.6715. A bill to subject Indians of the State of North
Dakota to the laws of such State; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

By Mr. CORBETT:

H.R.6716. A bill to recognize for the purpose of the pen-
sion laws the service in the Civil War of certain members of
the Fifty-sixth Regiment Illinois Mechanic Fusileers; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAAS:

H.R.6717. A bill relative to the retirement of certain naval

and marine aviators; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.
By Mr. SMITH of Washington:

H.R.6718. A bill to prohibit the use of funds expended,
granted, or loaned by the United States, for the purchase of
materials which are not of domestic origin, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CANNON of Florida:

H.R.6719. A hill to authorize a preliminary examination
and survey of the Kissimmee River, Fla., with view to estab-
lishment and regulation of water levels for flood coentrol, run-
off and water-flow retardation, and soil-erosion prevention;
to the Committee on Flood Control

By Mr, JEFFRIES:

H.R. 6720. A bill to amend section 13 of the Fair Labor

Standards Act of 1938 so as to exempt employees of coopera~
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tive egg auction, produce auction, and poultry associations
from the provisions of sections 6 and 7; to the Committee
on Labor.

By Mr. COFFEE of Washington:

H. R.6721. A bill to provide a permanent force to classify
patents in the Patent Office, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Patents.

By Mr. MOTT:

H.R.6722. A bill to provide for the examination and sur-
vey of the channel at Charleston, South Slough, Oreg.; to
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. MUNDT:

H.R.6723. A bill to prevent the pollution of the navigable
waters of the United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. STARNES of Alabama:

H. R. 6724. A bill to provide for the prompt deportation of
aliens engaging in espionage or sabotage, alien criminals, and
other undesirable aliens; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

By Mr. FISH:

H.R.6725. A bill to regulate the formation and activities
of private military forces in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R.6726. A bill to amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
as amended, to provide compensation for disability or death
resulting from injury to officers and members of the crew
of vessels under the jurisdiction of the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mr. COOLEY:

H.R.6727. A bill relating to the reconcentration of cotton
owned or held as security by the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion or any other Government agency; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. ANGELL:

H. J. Res. 317, Joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, relating to old-age as-
sistance; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALLGREN:

H.J. Res. 318. Joint resolution to provide for retaining in
the United States, and denying export therefrom, articles or
materials to be used in violation of the sovereignty, inde-
pendence, or territorial or administrative integrity of a na-
tion, contrary to the treaty engagements of the United States,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. TABER:

H. J.Res. 319. Joint resolution making appropriations for
the relief of unemployment work relief and for direct relief,
and authorizing grants to States for such purpose, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. EEOGH:

H. Res. 218. Resolution to create a select committee to in-
vestigate the advisabilify, practicability, and feasibility of
terminating the activities of the Home Owners’ Loan Corpora-
tion; to the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented
and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER.: Memorial of the Legislature of the Ter-
ritory of Hawaii, memorializing the President and the Con-
gress of the United States to consider their Joint Resolution
7, with reference to the Hawaiian Home Commission Act of
1920; to the Committee on the Territories.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. CHURCH:
H.R.6728. A bill for the relief of Stacy C. Mosser, receiver

for the Great Northern Majestic Building Corporation; to the
Committee on Clzims.
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By Mr. D’ALESANDRO:

H. R. 6729. A bill granting a pension to Emma Wagner;

to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
By Mr. EBERHARTER:

H.R.6730. A bill for the relief of Edward P. Glenn, Jr.;

to the Committee on Claims,
By Mr. GARTNER:

H.R.6731. A bill for the relief of Bradford Bryant Blan-

chard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.
By Mr. IZAC:

H. R. 6732. A bill for the relief of the Equitable Insurance
Alliance, the Fidelity & Guaranty Fire Corporation, and the
Hartford Fire Insurance Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LECOMPTE:

H.R.6733. A bill granting a pension to Elizabeth Stiles;

to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
By Mr. MYERS:

H. R. 6734. A bill granting an increase of pension to Joseph

Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
By Mr. SECCOMBE:

H.R.6735. A bill granting a pension fo Clara Apgar; to

the Committee on Pensions.
By Mr. SCHWERT:

H.R.6736. A bill to correct the naval record of Herbert

William Herring; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.
By Miss SUMNER of Illinois:

H.R. 6737. A bill for the relief of Clarence D. Green; to the
Committee on Claims.

J By Mr. VINCENT of Kentucky:

H.R.6738. A bill for the relief of Gertrude Hancock, ad-
ministratrix of the estate of Arch F. Hancock; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. WHELCHEL:

H. R. 6739. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the United
States District Court for the Northern District of Georgia to
hear, determine, and render judgment upon the claim of
the estate of J. L. Fretwell against the United States; to
the Committee on Claims.

H.R.6740. A bill for the relief of the estate of J. L. Fret-
well; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3552. By Mr. ANDREWS: Resolution adopted by the New
York State Legislature, urging enactment of legislation au-
thorizing deportation of certain aliens; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

3553. Also, petition signed by 60 residents of Buffalo, N. Y.,
favoring enactment of House bill 5620, the General Welfare
Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3554. By Mr. ASHBROOK: Petition of Julia Henthorne, of
Newark, Ohio, and 30 others, endorsing House bill 5620, the
General Welfare Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3555. Also, petition of William Hubschmidt, of Newark,
Ohio, and 30 others, endorsing House bill 5620, the General
Welfare Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3556. By Mr. CARTER: Senate Joint Resolution No. 9,
passed by the Legislature of the State of California, relating
to the baneful effects of a reciprocal-trade agreement between
the United States of America and Venezuela and urging legis-
lation increasing tariff or excise tax on the importation of
foreign oil and derivatives manufactured therefrom and im-
ported into this country; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3557. By Mr. CURLEY: Statement of the Citizens Civic
Legion of New York City, supporting House bill 5147, for the
extension of preferences in the civil service to veterans; to the
Committee on the Civil Service.

3558. By Mr. GROSS: Resolution of York County Boroughs
Association, opposing taxation on municipal indebtedness; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

3559. By Mr. HARTER of New York: Petition of a group of
citizens of the Forty-first Congressional District of New York,
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favoring the General Welfare Act (H. R. 5620), the petitions
being signed by the following: Mrs. George Schmitz, Herman
Peters, Pauline Kohling, Bertha Fink, Mrs. William L. Heller,
Elizabeth C. Hetzel, Ernie Hector, Carrie Gross, Jules Garno,
Joseph Garno, Charles Anderson, Michael Blimm, Lena Bowes,
Mrs. Danz, Martin F. Wheadrick, Sadie Van Horne, Herman
Koehn, William F. Kirsch, Frank N. Prentice, A. J. Bletzer,
Mary Bletzer, Mrs. S. Scoller, Mrs. E, Smith, Mrs. J. A.
Schwartz, Marhisa H. Schwartz, Thomas Mitchell, Frances
Lundergan, Hans W. Fincke, Eva Willman, and 985 other
citizens; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3560. By Mr. HINSHAW : Petition of Nona Tubbs and 270
other residents of Pasadena, Calif., urging the Seventy-sixth
Congress to enact House hill 5620, the General Welfare Act;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3561. By Mr. JARMAN: Resolution of the court of county
commissioners of Greene County, Ala. relating to further
improvements of navigation on Warrior River in Alabama
between Demopolis and Tuscaloosa, Ala.; to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors,

3562. By Mr. KRAMER: Resolution of the Senate of the
State of California, relating to the construction and mainte-
nance of a veterans’ general facility and hospital in Humboldt
County; to the Committee on World War Veterans' Legisla-
tion.

3563. Also, resolution of the Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men, relating to the appropriation of an additional $100,000
for the La Follette committee so that it may complete its
investigation in California, Oregon, and Washington; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

3564. Also, resolution of the Assembly and the Senate of
the State of California, relating to the civil liberties investi-
gation; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3565. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the American Manu-
facturing Co., Brooklyn, N, Y., opposing the Fulmer bill (H. R.
57) ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

3566, Also, petition of the American Photo Engravers As-
sociation, New York City, concerning the Social Security Act
(H. R. 6497) ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3567. Also, petition of the Emergency Conservation Com-
mittee, New York City, concerning the Gearhart bill (H. R.
3794) ; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

3568. Also, petition of the Transport Workers Union of
Greater New York, Local 100, favoring the Casey bill (H. R.
6470) ; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3569, Also, petition of Daniel H, Barber, White Plains,
N. Y., concerning Senate bill 2009; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3570. Also, petition of the Department of Agriculture,
State of Texas, opposing the proposal to subsidize cotton
exports; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3571. Also, petition of Past Exalted Rulers Council, No. 7,
Eastern District of Pennsylvania, I. B. P. O. E. of W., urging
that the Negro race be fully enabled to enter into and par-
ticipate in all departments of the armed service of the
United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3572, Also, petition of Union Barge Line Corporation, River
Transportation, Pittsburgh, Pa., concerning the Wheeler bill
(S. 2009) ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

3573. By Mr. LECOMPTE: Petition of sundry citizens of
Keota, Iowa, urging an appropriation for the construction
of a fishway in the Keokuk Dam at Keokuk, Iowa; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

3574. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the American Photo-
Engravers Association, Chicago, Ill., concerning amendment
to the Social Security Act (H. R. 6497); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

3575. Also, petition of the Union Barge Line Corporation,
Pittsburgh, Pa., opposing the Wheeler bill (S. 2009) ; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3576. Also, petition of the Emergency Conservation Com-
mittee, New York City, urging the passage of the Gearhart
bill (H. R. 3794), for the proposed John Muir-Kings Canyon
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National Park, in the form it was originally introduced; to
the Committee on the Public Lands.

3577. Also, petition of the Transport Workers Union of
Greater New York, favoring continuation of the adult edu-
cation program of the Works Progress Administration and
the Casey bill (H. R. 6470); to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

3578. By Mr. SCHAEFER of Illinois: Petition of the Illi-
nois State Federation of Labor, R. G. Soderstrom, president,
urging enactment of Senate bill 2460, relating to the devel-
opment of vocational education in the several States and
Territories; to the Committee on Education.

3579. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars of the United States, Evansville, Ind., urging
consideration of their resolution with reference to the Grover
Cleveland Bergdoll case; to the Committee on World War
Veterans’ Legislation.

3580. Also, petition of the County Wexford Men’s and
Women’s P. S. and B. Association, of New York, urging con-
sideration of their resolution with reference to the fifth an-
nual Commodore John Barry pilgrimage; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

3581, Also, petition of the Ohio Valley Improvemenf As-
sociation, Cincinnati, Ohio, urging consideration of their
resolution with reference to Senate bill 2009, concerning
freight rates; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

SENATE

THURSDAY, JUNE 8, 1939
(Legislative day of Monday, June 5, 1939)

The Senate met at 1 o’clock p. m., on the expiration of
the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Z€Barney T, Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Eternal God, ruler and guide of the destinies of nations,
our everlasting Father in whom are found the springs of
all parental tenderness and grace: We thank Thee for the
manifold blessings bestowed upon us as a nation; for the
ideals of government, of liberty and justice, so largely in-
herited from the mother country to which today America
pays loving tribute as she welcomes to her heart the British
sovereign and his gracious queen. Preserve them in health
and strength; may Thine everlasting arms encircle them,
and may their happy sojourn in our midst be to us, to them,
and to their people a source of blessed understanding, as
together we face the problems of tomorrow in the spirit of
closer friendship and of deeper consecration to our God.
We ask it in the name of Jesus Christ our Lord and Saviour,
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarxLEY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Wednesday, June 7, 1939, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President of the United
States submitting nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed without amendment the following bills of the
Senate:

S.1031. An act to amend section 243 of the Penal Code of
the United States, as amended by the act of June 15, 1935
(49 Stat. 378), relating to the marking of packages contain-
ing wild animals and birds and parts thereof; and

S.1243. An act to authorize the use of War Department
equipment for the Confederate Veterans’ 1939 reunion at
Trinidad, Colo., August 22, 23, 24, and 25, 1939.
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